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   #DR
   STATEMENT OF PURPOSE AND BASIS

   THIS DECISION DOCUMENT PRESENTS A SELECTED REMEDIAL ACTION FOR
   THE BRODERICK WOOD PRODUCTS SUPERFUND SITE IN ADAMS COUNTY,
   COLORADO.  THIS DOCUMENT WAS DEVELOPED ACCORDING TO THE
   REQUIREMENTS OF THE COMPREHENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE,
   COMPENSATION AND LIABILITY ACT OF 1980 (CERCLA), AS AMENDED BY
   THE SUPERFUND AMENDMENTS AND REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1986 (SARA),
   AND, WHERE APPROPRIATE, THE NATIONAL CONTINGENCY PLAN
   (NCP 40 CFR SS300).

   THIS DECISION IS BASED ON AN ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FOR THE SITE.
   THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INCLUDES DOCUMENTS DESCRIBING THE
   ANALYSIS OF EFFECTIVENESS AND COST OF THE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES
   FOR AN INTERIM REMEDY AT THE BRODERICK WOOD PRODUCTS SITE.
   ATTACHED TO THIS RECORD OF DECISION IS AN INDEX TO THAT
   ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD.

   THE STATE OF COLORADO HAS BEEN CONSULTED ON THE SELECTED REMEDY,
   AND HAS NOT YET INDICATED WHETHER OR NOT IT WILL CONCUR ON THE
   REMEDY.

   #DE
   DECLARATIONS

   I HAVE DETERMINED THAT THE SELECTED REMEDY IS PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN
   HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT, AND THAT ALL COMPONENTS OF THE REMEDY
   EXCEPT ONE WILL ATTAIN ALL FEDERAL AND STATE REQUIREMENTS THAT
   ARE APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE TO THE SELECTED
   REMEDY.  THE ONE COMPONENT OF THE REMEDY THAT MAY NOT ACHIEVE ALL
   THE REQUIREMENTS IS THE ONSITE DISCHARGE OF TREATED WATER, WHICH
   IS A BACKUP REMEDY.  IF THIS COMPONENT DOES NOT MEET THE
   REQUIREMENTS, EPA WILL EXERCISE A WAIVER ON THE BASIS THAT THIS
   IS AN INTERIM REMEDY, AND THAT FUTURE (FINAL) REMEDIES WOULD
   ADDRESS THE PROBLEM.

   I HAVE DETERMINED THAT THE SELECTED REMEDY IS COST-EFFECTIVE, AND
   THAT IT WILL SATISFY THE CERCLA PREFERENCE FOR REMEDIES THAT
   INCLUDE TREATMENT TO REDUCE THE TOXICITY, MOBILITY OR VOLUME OF
   THE HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AS A PRINCIPAL ELEMENT OF THE REMEDY.
   THE SELECTED REMEDY ALSO SATISFIES THE CERCLA REQUIREMENT TO
   UTILIZE PERMANENT SOLUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVE TREATMENT TO THE
   MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE.  I HAVE DETERMINED THAT THE SELECTED
   REMEDY WILL BE CONSISTENT WITH POSSIBLE FUTURE REMEDIES FOR THE SITE.

   6/30/88                            JAMES J. SCHERER
     DATE                             REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR



   #SLD
   SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

     THE BRODERICK WOOD PRODUCTS (BWP) SUPERFUND SITE IS LOCATED IN
   UNINCORPORATED ADAMS COUNTY NEAR DENVER, COLORADO, IN SECTIONS 9
   AND 10 OF TOWNSHIP 3 SOUTH AND RANGE 68 WEST (FIGURE A-1).  THE
   SITE IS MAPPED ON THE ARVADA AND COMMERCE CITY U.S. GEOLOGICAL
   SURVEY QUADRANGLES AT LATITUDE 39O47'56" NORTH AND LONGITUDE
   109O58'48" WEST.  THE CITY AND COUNTY OF DENVER CORPORATE
   BOUNDARY IS ABOUT 3000 FEET SOUTH OF THE SITE, AND INTERSTATE
   HIGHWAY 25 AT 58TH AVENUE IS ABOUT ONE-HALF MILE EAST OF THE
   SITE.

   THE TRIANGULAR-SHAPED BWP PROPERTY ENCOMPASSES APPROXIMATELY 64
   ACRES AND IS SITUATED IN A PRIMARILY INDUSTRIAL AREA.  IT IS
   BOUNDED ON THE SOUTHWEST BY A RIGHT OF WAY OF THE COLORADO AND
   SOUTHERN RAILROAD, ON THE SOUTHEAST BY A RIGHT OF WAY OF THE
   DENVER AND RIO GRANDE WESTERN RAILROAD, AND ON THE NORTH BY
   FISHER DITCH.  ALSO SOUTHEAST OF THE BWP IS THE KOPPERS COMPANY,
   AN ACTIVE WOOD TREATING OPERATION.  THE NEAREST RESIDENCES ARE
   LESS THAN ONE-EIGHTH MILE NORTH OF THE PROPERTY LINE.

   THE MAJOR SITE FEATURES (FIGURE A-2) INCLUDE TWO SURFACE
   IMPOUNDMENTS, A PARTIALLY MODIFIED NATURAL DEPRESSION (POND 4),
   AND A TOTAL OF 19 BUILDINGS AND STRUCTURES.  THE STRUCTURES
   INCLUDE SEVERAL STORAGE BUILDINGS, THE MAIN OFFICE, A CHANGE
   ROOM, A WATER PUMP HOUSE, TWO WOOD FABRICATION SHELTERS, THE
   TREATMENT AND BOILER BUILDING, A SHOP AND ENGINE HOUSE.  FOUR
   UNDERGROUND STRUCTURES INCLUDE A PIT, THE TREATMENT BUILDING
   BASEMENT, AND TWO CYLINDER BASEMENTS.

   IN ADDITION, THERE ARE 11 TANKS, TWO CATCHMENT BASINS, ONE AIR
   CYLINDER AND ONE PRESSURE CYLINDER ON THE SITE.  THE CAPACITIES
   OF THESE CONTAINERS RANGE FROM 2400 TO 50,000 GALLONS.  THE
   CONTENTS OF THE CONTAINERS HAVE NOT BEEN FULLY CHARACTERIZED, BUT
   MAY CONTAIN PENTACHLOROPHENOL (PENTA) OR CREOSOTE.  THE TOTAL
   VOLUME OF MATERIALS PRESENTLY RETAINED IN THESE CONTAINERS IS
   APPROXIMATELY 9250 GALLONS.

   SOUTH DITCH, A BURIED WATER PIPELINE, CROSSES THE EASTERN PORTION
   OF THE PROPERTY.  A DITCH OWNED BY THE UNITED WATER COMPANY IS
   REPORTED TO CROSS THE SOUTHERN TIP OF THE PROPERTY.

   WHILE ACCESS TO THE SITE IS NOT ENTIRELY RESTRICTED, THE MAIN
   ACCESS ROAD TO THE SITE IS BLOCKED BY A LOCKED GATE.  THE MAIN
   AND SECONDARY IMPOUNDMENTS ARE SURROUNDED BY A WOODEN-SLAT SNOW
   FENCE.  THE FENCE IS APPROXIMATELY THREE FEET HIGH AND IS NOT
   ADEQUATELY SUPPORTED IN SOME AREAS, ALLOWING IT TO LEAN.  THE
   TREATMENT PLANT BUILDING IS SURROUNDED BY A SIX-FOOT CHAIN-LINK
   FENCE POSTED WITH WARNING SIGNS.

   THE SITE IS SITUATED ON AN ELEVATED ALLUVIAL TERRACE MORE THAN
   ONE-HALF MILE SOUTH OF CLEAR CREEK, A PERENNIAL STREAM.  THE SITE
   IS NOT WITHIN THE CLEAR CREEK 100-YEAR FLOODPLAIN.  THE SURFACE
   OF THE SITE IS RELATIVELY FLAT BUT DIPS GENTLY TO THE NORTHEAST.
   SURFACE ELEVATIONS RANGE FROM 5206 FEET IN THE NORTHEASTERN
   CORNER OF THE SITE TO 5227 FEET IN THE SOUTHERN CORNER.

   THERE IS LITTLE POTENTIAL FOR SURFACE DRAINAGE FROM THE SITE
   BECAUSE OF EXISTING TOPOGRAPHIC RESTRAINTS AND MAN-MADE BARRIERS
   ALONG THE NORTHERN BOUNDARY.  THE RAILROAD TRACKS ALONG THE
   SOUTHWESTERN AND SOUTHEASTERN PROPERTY BOUNDARIES EFFECTIVELY
   PREVENT SURFACE WATER FROM ENTERING THE SITE.



   THERE ARE THREE SATURATED OR PARTIALLY-SATURATED GEOLOGIC UNITS
   IMMEDIATELY UNDERLYING THE SITE (FIGURE A-3).  IN DESCENDING
   ORDER, THEY ARE:

   1.  SURFICIAL DEPOSITS - ZERO TO 12 FEET THICK; SILTY, SANDY
       WINDBLOWN MATERIAL, SOIL AND FILL; PARTIALLY SATURATED.

   2.  SLOCUM ALLUVIUM - ONE TO 14 FEET THICK; PEBBLY CLAY, SILT,
       SAND AND GRAVEL; SATURATED.

   3.  DENVER FORMATION - UPPERMOST BEDROCK FORMATION; ABOUT 350 TO
       450 FEET THICK; INTERBEDDED CLAYSTONE, SHALE, SILTSTONE,
       SANDSTONE AND CONGLOMERATE.

   THE REGIONAL DIP OF BEDROCK IS GENTLY TOWARD THE NORTH-NORTHEAST.
   THE UPPER SEVEN TO 15 FEET OF THE DENVER FORMATION ARE WEATHERED
   BEDROCK WITH VERTICAL FRACTURING, WHICH DECREASES WITH DEPTH.
   THE UNWEATHERED BEDROCK BELOW THE WEATHERED ZONE IS CONSOLIDATED
   AND ONLY LOCALLY FRACTURED.  THE PHASE II REMEDIAL
   INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) BY ITC TREATED THE
   WEATHERED PORTION AND THE UNWEATHERED PORTION OF THE DENVER
   FORMATION AS TWO SEPARATE HYDROLOGIC UNITS.

   GROUND WATER IS PRESENT IN A SERIES OF INTERCONNECTED,
   WATER-BEARING GEOLOGIC UNITS BENEATH THE SITE.  THESE UNITS ARE
   RECHARGED BY SUBSURFACE INFLOW AND INFILTRATION OF SURFACE WATER.
   THE PHASE II RI/FS IDENTIFIED TWO AQUIFERS BENEATH THE SITE.  THE
   UPPER THREE GEOLOGIC UNITS (SURFICIAL DEPOSITS, ALLUVIUM AND
   WEATHERED BEDROCK) FUNCTION AS A SINGLE WATER TABLE AQUIFER.  THE
   WATER TABLE IN THIS UPPER AQUIFER IS THREE TO 10 FEET BELOW THE
   GROUND SURFACE.  THE LOWER AQUIFER IS IN THE UPPER PORTION OF THE
   UNWEATHERED DENVER FORMATION.  THE POTENTIOMETRIC SURFACE OF THE
   LOWER AQUIFER IS GENERALLY ABOUT 2.5 FEET BELOW THAT OF THE UPPER
   AQUIFER.  THERE ARE LOCAL AND SEASONAL VARIATIONS IN THE LEVELS
   OF THESE WATER TABLES ON THE SITE.

   THE GROUND-WATER FLOW IS GENERALLY TOWARDS THE NORTH-NORTHEAST.
   THE UPPER AND LOWER AQUIFER GROUND-WATER FLOW PATTERNS FOR THE
   SITE ARE SHOWN IN FIGURES A-3 AND A-4, RESPECTIVELY.

   THE SOILS AND GROUND WATER AT THE BWP SITE HAVE BEEN AFFECTED BY
   CONTAMINATION FROM:

        -  CREOSOTE, PENTA AND OILS RELATED TO WOOD TREATMENT
           OPERATIONS;

        -  METALS SUCH AS ARSENIC, LEAD, CADMIUM AND COPPER; AND

        -  OTHER WASTES INCLUDING GREASES, PAINTS, OILS, DEGREASERS,
           AND SOLVENTS.

       A MORE DETAILED DISCUSSION OF THIS CONTAMINATION IS PRESENTED
   IN CHAPTER C.

   #SH
   SITE HISTORY

   HISTORY OF BWP OPERATIONS

   THE BWP COMPANY OPERATED A WOOD TREATING FACILITY TO TREAT POWER
   POLES, FENCE POSTS, RAILROAD TIES, AND OTHER WOOD PRODUCTS FROM
   1947 TO 1981.  WOOD PRESERVING AGENTS USED IN THE TREATMENT



   PROCESS WERE CREOSOTE AND PENTA.  CREOSOTE WAS USED THROUGHOUT
   THE LIFE OF THE FACILITY, AND WAS TYPICALLY MIXED WITH CARRIER
   OIL (FOR EXAMPLE, FUEL OIL).  PENTA (DISSOLVED IN CARRIER OIL)
   WAS USED ON A LIMITED BASIS PRIOR TO 1953 AND ON A REGULAR BASIS
   FROM 1953 TO 1980.

   DURING THE OPERATIONAL LIFE OF THE FACILITY, PROCESS WASTE FROM
   THE PLANT WAS DISPOSED OF ON THE SITE, WITH MUCH OF IT GOING TO
   TWO UNLINED IMPOUNDMENTS LOCATED IN THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF THE
   SITE (FIGURE B-1).  THE WASTE WAS CONVEYED TO THE IMPOUNDMENTS
   THROUGH A TEN INCH DIAMETER CLAY BELL-AND SPIGOT PIPE.

   THE MAIN IMPOUNDMENT IS REPORTED TO HAVE BEEN CONSTRUCTED IN 1946
   BY FILLING IN THE ENDS OF A RAILROAD CUT.  HOWEVER, THERE ARE
   STILL SOME UNRESOLVED INCONSISTENCIES AMONG HISTORICAL RECORDS
   ABOUT DISPOSITION OF WASTES DURING THE EARLY YEARS OF PLANT
   OPERATION.  ALSO, HISTORICAL AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHS INDICATE THAT THE
   MAIN IMPOUNDMENT EXTENDED MUCH CLOSER TO THE NORTHERN SITE
   BOUNDARY DURING THE EARLY YEARS.

   IN 1956, A SECONDARY IMPOUNDMENT WAS CONSTRUCTED WEST OF THE MAIN
   IMPOUNDMENT FOR ADDITIONAL EVAPORATION CAPACITY AND AS AN
   OVERFLOW STRUCTURE FOR THE MAIN IMPOUNDMENT.

   ACCORDING TO HISTORICAL DOCUMENTS, OFFSITE MIGRATION OF
   CONTAMINANTS RELATED TO WOOD TREATING (CREOSOTE AND OIL) WAS
   NOTED AS EARLY AS 1952, FIVE YEARS AFTER THE START OF FACILITY
   OPERATIONS.  THE PRESENCE OF CREOSOTE AND OIL SEEPAGE BECAME
   APPARENT JUST NORTH OF THE BWP SITE AND EVENTUALLY BECAME SO
   GREAT THAT IT WAS BURNED OFF, STARTING IN 1955.  OVER THE NEXT
   FIVE OR SIX YEARS, THE SEEPAGE APPEARED TO DIMINISH.

   FOUR OTHER PONDS THAT FROM TIME TO TIME HAVE BEEN PRESENT ON THE
   SITE WERE IDENTIFIED THROUGH HISTORIC AIR PHOTO INTERPRETATION.
   THESE PONDS ARE DESIGNATED PONDS 1 THROUGH 4 (FIGURE B-1).

   POND 1 WAS PRESENT FROM APPROXIMATELY 1950 TO 1980.  POND 2 WAS
   PRESENT FROM APPROXIMATELY 1953 TO 1974.  POND 3 WAS PRESENT FROM
   ABOUT 1963 TO 1982, SERVING AS AN OVERFLOW STRUCTURE FOR THE
   SECONDARY IMPOUNDMENT.  FROM PHOTOGRAPHS TAKEN DURING THE 1960S,
   IT APPEARS THAT DITCHES RAN BETWEEN POND 3 AND THE SECONDARY
   IMPOUNDMENT AS WELL AS BETWEEN POND 3 AND POND 4.

   POND 4 HAS BEEN EVIDENT IN PHOTOGRAPHS FROM 1966 TO THE PRESENT.
   THIS POND IS ESSENTIALLY A NATURAL AND MAN-MODIFIED DEPRESSION
   WHERE SITE-RELATED DRAINAGE COLLECTS AND INFILTRATES OR
   EVAPORATES.  THE AREAL EXTENT OF THE POND VARIES WITH THE AMOUNT
   OF RUNOFF COLLECTED.  AT TIMES THIS POND IS DRY AND AT OTHER
   TIMES IT MAY EXTEND TO THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF THE SITE.

   IN 1958, A FIRE DESTROYED THE SHOP BUILDING.  DURING THE SAME
   YEAR, A NEW SHOP BUILDING WAS CONSTRUCTED.

   IN 1962, THE MAIN AND SECONDARY IMPOUNDMENTS CAUGHT FIRE AND
   BURNED FOR SEVERAL HOURS.

   IN NOVEMBER, 1981, BWP CEASED OPERATIONS AS A WOOD TREATER,
   CITING MARKET CONDITIONS.  SEVEN MONTHS LATER, IN JUNE 1982,
   BWP'S ASSETS WERE LIQUIDATED INTO A TRUST-OPERATED PARTNERSHIP
   KNOWN AS THE BRODERICK INVESTMENT COMPANY (BIC), A COLORADO
   LIMITED PARTNERSHIP.  THE TRUSTEES OF THE PARTNERSHIP WERE THE
   FIRST NATIONAL BANK (NOW THE FIRST INTERSTATE BANK OF DENVER) AND
   THE COLORADO NATIONAL BANK OF DENVER.  SHORTLY THEREAFTER, THE



   BWP COMPANY WAS OFFICIALLY DISSOLVED, MAKING BIC THE SUCCESSOR TO
   BWP COMPANY'S BUSINESS INTEREST.

   ON JULY 12, 1985, THE TREATMENT PLANT BUILDING WAS DAMAGED BY A
   FIRE STARTED BY THE TORCH OF A WELDER WHO WAS DISMANTLING THE
   TREATMENT FACILITY.  SOME OF THE WATER USED TO FIGHT THE FIRE
   REPORTEDLY REMAINS IN THE BASEMENT OF THIS BUILDING AND AT OTHER
   LOCATIONS OF THE SITE.

   HISTORY OF ENFORCEMENT AND INVESTIGATIONS AT BWP

   THE RECENT HISTORY OF THE SITE HAS INCLUDED NUMEROUS ACTIVITIES
   AND INVESTIGATIONS OF CONTAMINATION ON AND OFF THE SITE.  MOST OF
   THESE ACTIVITIES HAVE BEEN IN RESPONSE TO OR IN COORDINATION WITH
   REGULATORY AND LEGAL ACTIONS BY THE U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
   AGENCY (EPA) AND THE COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH (CDH).

   IN AUGUST 1980, THE BWP COMPANY SUBMITTED A "NOTIFICATION OF
   HAZARDOUS WASTE ACTIVITY" AS REQUIRED UNDER SECTION 3010 OF THE
   RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA).  IN NOVEMBER 1980,
   BWP SUBMITTED PART A OF THE APPLICATION FOR A HAZARDOUS WASTE
   PERMIT PURSUANT TO SECTION 3005(E) OF RCRA, THEREBY OBTAINING
   "INTERIM STATUS" TO OPERATE ITS FACILITY.

   IN APRIL 1981, EPA CONDUCTED A SITE INSPECTION AT BWP, AND
   SEVERAL VIOLATIONS OF RCRA REQUIREMENTS WERE NOTED BY THE
   INSPECTORS.  ON JULY 7, 1981, EPA ISSUED A NOTICE OF VIOLATION
   (NOV) TO BWP, CITING BWP FOR NOT HAVING THE FOLLOWING REQUIRED
   DOCUMENTS: WASTE ANALYSES FROM THE SETTLEMENT POND, WASTE
   ANALYSIS PLAN, INSPECTION PLAN, CONTINGENCY PLAN, AND OPERATING
   PLAN.  ON JULY 29, 1981, BWP RESPONDED TO THE NOV, SUBMITTING AN
   OPERATING RECORD, AN INSPECTION PLAN AND A CONTINGENCY PLAN.

   A JULY 1982 INSPECTION OF THE SITE BY EPA REVEALED BOTH
   CONTINUING AND ADDITIONAL VIOLATIONS OF RCRA INTERIM STATUS
   REQUIREMENTS.  INSPECTORS ALSO LEARNED THAT BWP HAD CEASED
   OPERATIONS IN NOVEMBER, 1981, AND THAT BWP HAD BEEN DISSOLVED,
   WITH THE ASSETS BEING LIQUIDATED INTO BIC.

   THE CONTINUING VIOLATIONS AT BWP PROMPTED EPA, ON OCTOBER 27,
   1982, TO NOTIFY THE BIC TRUSTEES OF EPA'S INTENT TO FILE SUIT
   AGAINST BIC.  THIS NOTICE LED TO EXTENSIVE COMMUNICATIONS BETWEEN
   THE TRUSTEES AND EPA.

   EPA CONDUCTED ANOTHER INSPECTION OF THE SITE IN DECEMBER, 1982.
   THIS INSPECTION REVEALED THE POSSIBILITY OF SERIOUS CONTAMINATION
   AT BWP, INCLUDING A 10-FOOT BY 50-FOOT TRENCH THAT WAS OBSERVED
   ABOUT 40 FEET NORTH OF THE SURFACE IMPOUNDMENTS.  THIS TRENCH HAD
   REPORTEDLY BEEN USED ONLY FOR THE DISPOSAL OF SOLID WASTES;
   HOWEVER, A BLACK STAIN AND OILY PUDDLE WERE NOTED AT THE BOTTOM
   OF THE TRENCH.

   ALSO IN DECEMBER 1982, BROWNING FERRIS INDUSTRIES (BFI), A WASTE
   DISPOSAL COMPANY OPERATING NORTH OF THE SITE, REPORTED THAT WOOD
   TREATING CHEMICALS HAD BEEN DETECTED IN WATER FROM ONE OF THEIR
   MONITORING WELLS LOCATED IMMEDIATELY NORTH OF THE SURFACE
   IMPOUNDMENTS.

   IN MARCH 1983, THE EPA INVOKED CERCLA AUTHORITY AND CONDUCTED A
   PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT AND SITE INVESTIGATION OF THE BWP SITE.
   PENTA WAS DETECTED IN SOIL AND GROUND-WATER SAMPLES TAKEN BOTH ON
   AND OFF THE SITE.



   BASED ON THE INFORMATION GATHERED DURING THESE INVESTIGATIONS,
   THE BWP SITE WAS NOMINATED FOR INCLUSION ON THE NATIONAL
   PRIORITIES LIST (NPL) OF HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES IN SEPTEMBER 1983.
   IN SEPTEMBER 1984, THE NOMINATION WAS FINALIZED AND THE SITE WAS
   PLACED ON THE NPL.

   DURING 1984, EPA AND CDH NEGOTIATED WITH BIC REGARDING STUDIES TO
   BE CONDUCTED AND REMEDIES TO BE IMPLEMENTED AT THE SITE.  THE
   MAIN FOCUS OF THESE STUDIES AND REMEDIES WAS TO BE CLOSURE OF THE
   RCRA IMPOUNDMENTS.

   ONE OF THE CENTRAL ISSUES OF THESE NEGOTIATIONS WAS WHO WOULD
   CONDUCT THE STUDIES, EPA OR BIC.  IN FEBRUARY 1984, EPA ISSUED
   104(E) INFORMATION REQUESTS TO THE TRUSTEES TO OBTAIN THE RESULTS
   OF STUDIES THAT BIC HAD BEEN CONDUCTING SINCE EARLY 1983.  THE
   TRUSTEES RESPONSE TO THIS REQUEST WAS EMBODIED IN A MARCH 1984
   INVESTIGATION REPORT BY A BIC CONSULTANT (THE "KUNTZ REPORT").
   AFTER A REVIEW OF THE REPORT, EPA BECAME CONCERNED ABOUT BIC'S
   ABILITY TO CONDUCT AN RI/FS PROPERLY, AND CONCLUDED THAT IT WOULD
   BE APPROPRIATE FOR THE AGENCY TO TAKE THE LEAD ON THE INVESTIGATION.

   BIC STRONGLY OBJECTED TO EPA'S POSITION ON THIS MATTER.  AFTER
   NEGOTIATING FURTHER WITH EPA, BIC WAS ALLOWED TO CONTINUE WITH
   THE RI/FS WORK.  HOWEVER, EPA INSISTED THAT THE STUDY BE
   CONDUCTED UNDER A COURT-APPROVED CONSENT DECREE.

   DURING 1985, EPA AND THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE (DOJ) NEGOTIATED
   WITH BIC AND THE TRUSTEES (COLLECTIVELY THE "DEFENDANTS") OVER

   THE TERMS OF THE CONSENT DECREE.  IN LATE 1985, THE PARTIES
   REACHED AGREEMENT ON THE TERMS OF A PARTIAL CONSENT DECREE (PCD).
   THE PCD WAS FILED SIMULTANEOUSLY WITH THE ORIGINAL COMPLAINT ON
   FEBRUARY 28, 1986, IN THE U.S. DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF
   COLORADO.  THE COURT APPROVED THE PCD ON MAY 21, 1986.

   UNDER THE PCD, THE DEFENDANTS AGREED TO PAY $100,000 FOR THE
   ALLEGED VIOLATIONS OF RCRA INTERIM STATUS REGULATIONS.  THE PCD
   ALSO ESTABLISHED A FRAMEWORK FOR THE DEFENDANTS TO CONDUCT A
   CERCLA-TYPE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS),
   WITH A CORRESPONDING STAY OF DISCOVERY AND LITIGATION PENDING
   COMPLETION OF THE RI/FS AND SELECTION OF REMEDIES.  BOTH PARTIES
   RETAINED ALL RIGHTS REGARDING IMPLEMENTATION OF REMEDIES.  A
   TRUST FUND WAS ESTABLISHED TO FINANCE RI/FS WORK.

   THE PCD CONTEMPLATES THE RI/FS BEING CONDUCTED IN TWO OR THREE
   PHASES.  PRELIMINARY WORK DONE BY BIC'S FIRST CONSULTANT (KUNTZ)
   IN 1983-84 WAS CONSIDERED PHASE I.  THE DECREE COVERS CONDUCT OF
   PHASE II AND, IF NECESSARY, PHASE III STUDIES.

   BIC AND A NEW CONSULTANT (ITC) BEGAN WORK ON THE PHASE II
   REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION IN LATE 1985.  PRELIMINARY SAMPLING OF THE
   IMPOUNDMENTS WAS CONDUCTED IN MARCH 1986, AND MORE IN-DEPTH
   SAMPLING OF SOILS AND GROUND WATER WAS CONDUCTED THROUGH THE
   SPRING AND SUMMER OF 1986.

   BIC'S CONSULTANT (ITC) EXPERIENCED DIFFICULTIES IN THE CONDUCT OF
   THE PHASE II RI/FS AND REQUESTED A SIX WEEK EXTENSION OF THE
   ORIGINAL DUE DATE FOR THE REPORT.  EPA GRANTED THIS REQUEST AND A
   JOINT MOTION FOR MODIFICATION OF THE PCD WAS FILED BY THE PARTIES
   ON DECEMBER 1, 1986.

   THE PHASE II RI/FS REPORT WAS EVENTUALLY SUBMITTED BY BIC ON
   DECEMBER 5, 1986, TWENTY DAYS AFTER THE EXTENDED DUE DATE.  EPA,



   ITS CONSULTANTS AND CDH REVIEWED THE DRAFT REPORT AND SUBMITTED
   COMMENTS TO BIC ON MARCH 26, 1987, IDENTIFYING SIGNIFICANT AND
   EXTENSIVE DEFICIENCIES IN THE REPORT.  BASED ON THIS REVIEW, EPA
   CONCLUDED THAT FURTHER STUDIES (I.E., A PHASE III RI/FS) WOULD BE
   REQUIRED TO DOCUMENT THE NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION AND
   TO DEVELOP PLANS FOR A FINAL REMEDY.  HOWEVER, EPA CONCLUDED THAT
   SUFFICIENT INFORMATION WAS AVAILABLE TO IMPLEMENT CERTAIN INTERIM
   SOURCE CONTROL REMEDIES, AND REQUESTED BIC TO REVISE THE REPORT
   TO EVALUATE SUCH REMEDIES (OPERABLE UNITS).

   AFTER NEGOTIATIONS WITH EPA, BIC AGREED TO THIS APPROACH.  SINCE
   THE REVISIONS COULD NOT BE COMPLETED BY THE DATE REQUIRED IN THE
   PCD AS MODIFIED, A SECOND PCD MODIFICATION WAS EXERCISED TO
   ADDRESS THE CHANGE IN APPROACH.  A JOINT MOTION FOR APPROVAL OF A
   SECOND MODIFICATION WAS FILED WITH THE COURT ON JUNE 15, 1987,
   AND APPROVED ON AUGUST 11, 1987.  THIS MODIFICATION AFFIRMED
   STIPULATED PENALTIES FOR THE LATE SUBMISSION OF THE ORIGINAL
   PHASE II RI/FS REPORT AND REQUIRED A REVISED PHASE II REPORT TO
   ADDRESS OPTIONS FOR AN OPERABLE UNIT.  BIC RETAINED A THIRD
   CONSULTANT (KEYSTONE) AND SUBMITTED A REVISED PHASE II RI/FS
   REPORT ON THE DUE DATE OF JULY 24, 1987.

   EPA REVIEWED THE REVISED REPORT AND CONCLUDED THAT, WITH CERTAIN
   MODIFICATIONS TO THE REPORT, EPA WOULD BE ABLE TO PROPOSE CERTAIN
   INTERIM REMEDIES IN A PROPOSED PLAN.  IN AN AUGUST 26, 1987
   MEETING, EPA INFORMED BIC THAT EPA WOULD DEVELOP THE PROPOSED
   MODIFICATIONS IN A SUPPLEMENTAL RI/FS REPORT.  THE SUPPLEMENTAL
   RI/FS REPORT WAS COMPLETED NOVEMBER 5, 1987.

   IN FEBRUARY, 1988, EPA PUBLISHED A PROPOSED PLAN BASED ON THE
   RI/FS STUDIES AND INFORMATION TO THAT DATE.  EPA CONCURRENTLY
   INITIATED A 21-DAY PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD TO INVITE COMMENTS ON
   THE PROPOSED PLAN.  A PUBLIC MEETING WAS HELD ON FEBRUARY 22,
   1988, AND COMMENTS WERE RECEIVED THROUGH THE END OF THE COMMENT
   PERIOD.  EPA HAS REVIEWED THOSE COMMENTS, AND THE RESPONSES ARE
   PRESENTED IN THE ATTACHED COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY.

   #SC
   SITE CHARACTERISTICS

   IN THIS CHAPTER, THE GENERAL NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION
   AT THE BWP SITE WILL BE DESCRIBED, FOLLOWED BY A DISCUSSION OF
   THE SITE AND HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE CHARACTERISTICS AND CONDITIONS
   USING THE FIVE-SEGMENT STRUCTURE DEVELOPED BY EPA AND BIC TO
   ADDRESS INTERIM SITE REMEDIES IN THIS OPERABLE UNIT.  THE FIVE
   SEGMENTS ARE: SITE ACCESS; THE WASTE IMPOUNDMENTS; THE FACILITY
   AREA STRUCTURES, VESSELS AND EQUIPMENT; SURFACE SOILS; AND MONITORING.

   THERE WILL ALSO BE SOME DISCUSSION OF ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
   RELATING TO OTHER AREAS OF CONTAMINATION, MOST NOTABLY
   CONTAMINATION OF GROUND WATER.  HOWEVER, THESE AREAS WILL BE
   ADDRESSED FURTHER IN THE CONTINUING (PHASE III) RI/FS, AND WILL
   NOT BE ADDRESSED IN GREAT DETAIL HERE.

   GENERAL

   DURING THE PHASE I AND II STUDIES, HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES WERE
   DETECTED IN A VARIETY OF SITE MEDIA, INCLUDING:

       -   THE SURFACE IMPOUNDMENTS
       -   THE TREATMENT FACILITY AND SHOP AREA STRUCTURES AND
               CONTAINERS
       -   SURFACE SOIL (0-2')



       -   SUBSURFACE SOIL (2')
       -   BEDROCK MATERIALS
       -   SURFACE WATER
       -   GROUND WATER

   TABLE C-1 PRESENTS INFORMATION SHOWING THE PRESENCE AND MAXIMUM
   CONCENTRATIONS OF THE TWENTY INDICATOR HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES THAT
   WERE DETECTED ON THE SITE, AND THE MEDIA IN WHICH EACH CHEMICAL
   WAS DETECTED.  THESE INDICATOR CHEMICALS WERE CHOSEN BECAUSE, IN
   GENERAL, THEY REPRESENT THE MOST TOXIC, MOBILE AND PERSISTENT
   HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES ON SITE.  HOWEVER, IT IS POSSIBLE THAT SOME
   AREAS ON THE SITE CONTAINING HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES HAVE NOT YET
   BEEN IDENTIFIED.

   FIGURES C-1 THROUGH C-3 SHOW SAMPLING LOCATIONS AT THE BWP SITE.

   1.  SITE ACCESS

   ACCESS TO THE BWP SITE IS PARTIALLY RESTRICTED BY A COMBINATION
   OF FENCES, SIGNS, AND NATURAL BARRIERS.  THE LOCATION OF THE SITE
   IN AN INDUSTRIAL AREA ALSO SERVES TO RESTRICT THE NUMBER OF
   PEOPLE WHO WOULD ENTER THE SITE.  HOWEVER, NEITHER THE LOCATION

   NOR THE BARRIERS EFFECTIVELY PROHIBIT SITE ACCESS.  TRESPASSERS
   (SOMETIMES WITH VEHICLES) HAVE BEEN FREQUENTLY DOCUMENTED
   ENTERING AND EVEN CAMPING ON THE SITE.  THE LOCATION OF THE SITE
   NEXT TO A MAJOR RAILROAD YARD APPEARS TO EXACERBATE THE
   LIKELIHOOD OF TRESPASS BY TRANSIENTS AND OTHER UNAUTHORIZED PERSONS.

   2.  SURFACE IMPOUNDMENTS

   OF ALL THE SURFACE IMPOUNDMENTS ON THE SITE, THE MAIN AND
   SECONDARY IMPOUNDMENTS CONTAIN THE HIGHEST CONCENTRATIONS OF
   INDICATOR CHEMICALS.  THE MAIN IMPOUNDMENT CONTAINS A SURFACE
   LAYER OF OIL, A WATER LAYER AND A SLUDGE LAYER, AND THE SECONDARY
   IMPOUNDMENT CONTAINS ONLY A SLUDGE LAYER.

       A.  MAIN IMPOUNDMENT

   THE MAIN IMPOUNDMENT HAS THE FOLLOWING CHARACTERISTICS:

        -  DIMENSIONS: 460 FEET LONG BY 40 TO 90 FEET WIDE
        -  SURFACE AREA: 0.9 ACRE
        -  DEPTH: ABOUT 5 FEET FROM THE GROUND SURFACE
        -  TOTAL VOLUME (CAPACITY): APPROXIMATELY 1,400,000 GALLONS
        -  PRESENT CONTENTS:
            O  SURFACE OIL: APPROXIMATELY 3000 GALLONS
            O  WATER: APPROXIMATELY 560,000 GALLONS
            O  SLUDGE: 280,000 GALLONS (1400 YD3)
            O  TOTAL CONTENTS: 843,000 GALLONS (60% FULL)

   THE SURFACE OIL LAYER IS CLOSE TO 100 PERCENT OIL AND GREASE.
   THIRTEEN INDICATOR CHEMICALS WERE DETECTED IN THIS LAYER AND ARE
   SUMMARIZED IN TABLE C-1.  POLYCYCLIC AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS (PAHS)
   WERE PRESENT IN CONCENTRATIONS EXCEEDING 12,000 PARTS PER MILLION
   (PPM).  PENTA WAS DETECTED AT A CONCENTRATION OF 160 PPM.
   DIOXINS AND FURANS (EXPRESSED IN EQUIVALENCIES OF 2,3,7,8 TCDD)
   WERE PRESENT IN CONCENTRATIONS OF 20 PARTS PER BILLION (PPB), AND
   SMALL AMOUNTS OF COPPER AND LEAD WERE EVIDENT.

   SAMPLES FROM THE WATER LAYER CONTAINED THE LOWEST CONCENTRATIONS
   OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES WITHIN THE MAIN IMPOUNDMENT.  THIRTEEN



   INDICATOR CHEMICALS WERE DETECTED IN THE WATER (TABLE C-1).  PAHS
   ARE PRESENT IN CONCENTRATIONS OF LESS THAN ONE PPM.  THE WATER IS
   ACIDIC (PH = 4.85).

   THE SLUDGE LAYER OF THE MAIN IMPOUNDMENT IS A LISTED HAZARDOUS
   WASTE UNDER RCRA (K001) AND IS THE MOST HIGHLY CONTAMINATED
   MEDIUM ON THE SITE.  NINETEEN OF THE 20 INDICATOR CHEMICALS WERE
   DETECTED IN THIS LAYER (TABLE C-1).  SOME PAHS WERE DETECTED IN
   CONCENTRATIONS EXCEEDING 100,000 PPM.  PENTA HAS BEEN DETECTED IN
   CONCENTRATIONS OF 11,000 PPM.  DIOXIN EQUIVALENCIES WERE 18 PPB
   AND THE CONCENTRATIONS OF METALS (16 PPM COPPER, 12 PPM LEAD)
   WERE AN ORDER OF MAGNITUDE LARGER THAN THOSE IN THE SURFACE OIL.

       B.  SECONDARY IMPOUNDMENT

   THE SECONDARY IMPOUNDMENT IS TRIANGLE-SHAPED WITH THE FOLLOWING
   CHARACTERISTICS:

        -  SIDE DIMENSIONS OF 320 TO 360 FEET IN LENGTH
        -  SURFACE AREA IS 1.8 ACRES
        -  TOTAL VOLUME (CAPACITY): ABOUT 600,000 GALLONS
        -  PRESENT CONTENTS: ABOUT 450,000 GALLONS (2200 YD3) OF
           PARTIALLY DRIED SLUDGE (ABOUT 75% FULL).

   ALTHOUGH THE SECONDARY IMPOUNDMENT HAS ONLY A SLUDGE LAYER, SOME
   LIQUIDS ARE USUALLY PRESENT FOLLOWING PRECIPITATION.  THIS LIQUID
   REPORTEDLY EVAPORATES DURING DRY PERIODS.

   SEVENTEEN INDICATOR CHEMICALS WERE DETECTED IN THE SECONDARY
   IMPOUNDMENT (TABLE C-1).  THE INDICATOR CHEMICALS ARE SIMILAR TO
   THOSE DETECTED IN THE MAIN IMPOUNDMENT SLUDGE, WITH GENERALLY
   LOWER CONCENTRATIONS.  THE INDICATOR CHEMICAL DETECTED AT THE
   HIGHEST CONCENTRATION WAS PHENANTHRENE AT 14,600 PPM.  PENTA WAS
   DETECTED IN CONCENTRATIONS AS HIGH AS 8600 PPM.  COPPER AND LEAD
   HAD CONCENTRATIONS OF 20 AND 29 PPM, RESPECTIVELY.

       C.  OTHER IMPOUNDMENTS

   AS DEPICTED IN FIGURE B-1, POND 1 WAS PRESENT FROM APPROXIMATELY
   1950 TO 1980.  ONE SAMPLE, TAKEN AT LOCATION 49, TESTED THE UPPER
   TWO FEET OF SOIL IN THIS AREA.  NO INDICATOR CHEMICALS WERE
   DETECTED, WITH THE EXCEPTION OF 7.8 PPM COPPER AND 11.2 PPM LEAD.

   POND 2 WAS PRESENT FROM APPROXIMATELY 1953 TO 1974.  NO SAMPLES
   WERE TAKEN OF THE UPPER TWO FEET OF SOIL IN THIS AREA.

   POND 3 WAS PRESENT FROM ABOUT 1963 TO 1982.  AT LOCATION 46, A
   SOIL SAMPLE WAS TAKEN OF THE UPPER TWO FEET AND TESTED FOR THE
   PRESENCE OF INDICATOR CHEMICALS.  THIS LOCATION IS AT THE SOUTH
   END OF THE MAIN IMPOUNDMENT, SO IT IS UNCLEAR WHETHER THE SOURCE
   OF CONTAMINATION IS FROM POND 3 OR THE MAIN IMPOUNDMENT.  THIS
   SAMPLE CONTAINED 220 PPM PENTA.  ELEVEN OTHER INDICATOR CHEMICALS
   WITH CONCENTRATIONS AROUND 10 PPM WERE ALSO DETECTED.  LEAD WAS
   DETECTED AT 39 PPM (TABLE C-1).

   POND 4 WAS EVIDENT ON PHOTOGRAPHS FROM 1966 TO THE PRESENT.  FIVE
   SURFACE SOIL AND ONE SURFACE WATER SAMPLES HAVE BEEN TAKEN FROM
   THIS AREA AT LOCATIONS 1, 2, 45, 50, AND SB-15 (FIGURES C-1 AND
   C-3).  A MAXIMUM OF 0.26 PPM PENTA WAS DETECTED AT LOCATION 45
   (TABLE C-1).  CONTAMINATION WAS NOT DETECTED IN SAMPLES FROM
   LOCATIONS 1 AND 2.  THE SAMPLE TAKEN AT LOCATION 50 CONTAINED
   0.26 PPM CADMIUM, WHICH IS ELEVATED OVER BACKGROUND LEVELS.



       D.  VISIBLY CONTAMINATED SOIL BENEATH THE IMPOUNDMENTS

   THERE ARE CURRENTLY INSUFFICIENT DATA TO DETERMINE THE FULL
   NATURE, EXTENT OR VOLUME OF THE VISIBLY CONTAMINATED SOILS
   BENEATH THE IMPOUNDMENTS.  THE VOLUME HAS BEEN ESTIMATED AS GREAT
   AS 31,000 YD3 (IF THE VISIBLE CONTAMINATION EXTENDS TO THE TOP OF
   THE WATER TABLE).  IT IS ALSO POSSIBLE THAT "STRINGERS" OR
   POCKETS OF CONTAMINATION MAY EXTEND FURTHER INTO THE SOIL THAN
   THE GENERAL MASS OF CONTAMINATION.

   IT SHOULD BE NOTED THAT THE VERTICAL EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION IN
   SOILS BENEATH THE IMPOUNDMENTS MAY BE WELL BELOW THE TOP OF THE
   WATER TABLE.  SUFFICIENT GEOLOGIC CHARACTERIZATION OF CONDITIONS
   BENEATH THE IMPOUNDMENTS HAS NOT BEEN ATTEMPTED.  THE PHASE III
   RI/FS WILL ADDRESS THIS CONCERN.

   3.  FACILITY AREA (BUILDINGS, VESSELS, ETC.)

   CONTAMINATION IN THE FACILITY AREA (FROM THE BUILDINGS, VESSELS,
   EQUIPMENT, ETC.) OF THE SITE CONTRIBUTE TO SOIL CONTAMINATION,
   AIRBORNE PARTICULATES, AND PHYSICAL HAZARDS.  ASBESTOS USED TO
   INSULATE PIPES IS EXPOSED IN AND AROUND THE PLANT AND BOILER
   BUILDINGS.  SOME OF THE ASBESTOS WAS EXPOSED BY THE FIRE IN 1985
   WHEN THE PROTECTIVE TAR PAPER WHICH COVERED THE ASBESTOS BURNED
   OFF.  A JULY 1987 SITE VISIT VERIFIED THAT THE ASBESTOS
   INSULATION IS NOT COVERED ADEQUATELY.

   ANALYSIS OF SAMPLES OF THE FIREWATER (THAT IS, WATER USED TO
   FIGHT THE 1985 FIRE) PONDED IN THE BASEMENT OF THE PLANT BUILDING
   DETECTED SEVEN PPM PENTA.  MEASURABLE QUANTITIES OF DIOXIN AND
   FURAN WERE ALSO DETECTED.  OTHER PAHS WERE NOT ANALYZED.  AN
   UNKNOWN QUANTITY OF THIS WATER WAS PUMPED INTO ONE OF THE ONSITE
   TANKS.  THE TANKS, CATCHMENT BASINS, AND CYLINDERS ON THE SITE
   HAVE NOT BEEN SAMPLED.  THE PHASE III RI/FS WILL ADDRESS THIS CONCERN.

   4.  SURFACE SOIL

   MUCH OF THE SURFACE SOIL AROUND THE SITE IS KNOWN OR SUSPECTED OF
   HAVING BEEN IN CONTACT WITH WOOD-PRESERVING CHEMICALS.  IT IS
   ALSO SUSPECTED THAT SOME SURFACE SOILS MAY HAVE BEEN AFFECTED BY
   PREVIOUS RAILROAD AND MINERAL SMELTING ACTIVITIES ADJACENT TO THE
   SITE.  THERE IS EVIDENCE THAT PORTIONS OF THE SITE HAVE BEEN
   EXTENSIVELY RE-GRADED.  ACTUAL LABORATORY TEST DATA ON THE
   SURFACE SOILS ARE RELATIVELY SPARSE.

   APPROXIMATELY ONE-THIRD OF THE SURFACE OF THE SITE HAS BEEN
   IDENTIFIED ON AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHS AS HAVING DARK SOIL IN THE PAST.
   IT IS NOT POSSIBLE TO POSITIVELY DETERMINE THE CAUSE OF DARK
   SOILS THAT WERE OBSERVED.  THESE AREAS WERE IDENTIFIED TO
   DOCUMENT LOCATIONS THAT MAY HAVE BEEN AFFECTED BY WOOD TREATMENT

   OPERATIONS.  POSSIBLE CAUSES OF THE DARK SOIL AREAS INCLUDE
   SPILLS OF WOOD TREATING SOLUTION, DISPOSAL OF SLUDGES FROM
   STORAGE TANKS, AND SEEPAGE FROM THE SURFACE IMPOUNDMENTS.  OTHER
   CAUSES OF DARK SOIL COULD BE RELATED TO PRECIPITATION OR PONDING
   OF RUNOFF.

   DURING AN EPA RCRA INSPECTION IN 1982, SURFACE SOILS APPARENTLY
   SATURATED WITH A BLACK OILY SUBSTANCE WERE OBSERVED TO THE WEST
   OF THE SECONDARY IMPOUNDMENT.  A HOLE DUG BY HAND IN THIS AREA
   IMMEDIATELY FILLED WITH A BLACK OILY SUBSTANCE.  SURFACE SOILS ON
   THE EASTERN EDGE OF THE PROPERTY WERE ALSO IDENTIFIED AS POSSIBLY
   SATURATED WITH A BLACK OILY SUBSTANCE.  NO TESTS OF SURFACE SOILS



   IN THESE AREAS WERE DOCUMENTED IN THE PHASE II RI/FS REPORTS.

   SURFACE SOILS IN THE VICINITY OF THE TREATMENT PLANT, SHOP AND
   THE ENGINE HOUSE AREAS HAVE BEEN TESTED.  THE HIGHEST
   CONCENTRATIONS OF INDICATOR CHEMICALS IN SOIL MEDIA, WITH THE
   EXCEPTION OF METALS, IS IN THE TREATMENT PLANT AREA.  NINETEEN
   INDICATOR CHEMICALS WERE DETECTED AT THE TREATMENT PLANT.  PENTA
   WAS DETECTED AT A CONCENTRATION OF 3300 PPM.  DIOXIN LEVELS
   (REPORTED IN TCDD EQUIVALENCIES) WERE AS HIGH AS 3.5 PPB.  MANY
   OF THE OTHER INDICATOR CHEMICALS WERE DETECTED IN CONCENTRATIONS
   RANGING FROM 500 TO 1400 PPM (TABLE C-1).  LEAD AND COPPER WERE
   DETECTED AT CONCENTRATIONS OF 499 AND 255 PPM, RESPECTIVELY.

   CONCENTRATIONS OF INDICATOR CHEMICALS IN SOILS FROM THE SHOP AREA
   ARE CONSIDERABLY LOWER THAN FROM THE TREATMENT PLANT AREA.
   NINETEEN INDICATOR CHEMICALS WERE DETECTED AT CONCENTRATIONS OF
   10 TO 90 PPM (TABLE C-1).  BENZO(B)-FLUORANTHENE WAS THE
   EXCEPTION WITH A CONCENTRATION OF 350 PPM.  PENTA WAS DETECTED AT
   A CONCENTRATION OF 46 PPM.  COPPER AND LEAD WERE PRESENT AT
   CONCENTRATIONS OF 243 AND 152 PPM, RESPECTIVELY.

   SOILS FROM THE ENGINE HOUSE AREA CONTAINED 17 OF THE INDICATOR
   CHEMICALS.  AS SHOWN IN TABLE C-1, METALS WERE PRESENT IN HIGH
   CONCENTRATIONS.  LEAD, COPPER, CADMIUM AND ARSENIC WERE DETECTED
   AT CONCENTRATIONS OF 5300, 619, 144 AND 117 PPM, RESPECTIVELY.
   OTHER NONMETALLIC INDICATOR CHEMICALS WERE GENERALLY DETECTED IN
   CONCENTRATIONS OF SIX PPM OR LESS.  THE EXCEPTION WAS
   ACENAPHTHENE, WHICH WAS DETECTED AT A CONCENTRATION OF 500 PPM.

   APPROXIMATELY 14 SURFACE SOIL SAMPLES HAVE BEEN TAKEN OUTSIDE THE
   TREATMENT PLANT, SHOP AND ENGINE HOUSE AREAS.  ALL OF THE SAMPLES
   WERE TESTED FOR PENTA.  SAMPLES FROM FOUR LOCATIONS (16, 46, 47,
   SB-15) CONTAINED MEASURABLE QUANTITIES OF PENTA RANGING FROM 0.6
   TO 220 PPM.  SAMPLES FROM 11 LOCATIONS WERE TESTED FOR OTHER
   NONMETALLIC INDICATOR PARAMETERS.  SAMPLES FROM FOUR LOCATIONS
   (13, 46, 47 AND SB-14) CONTAINED DETECTABLE LEVELS OF INDICATOR
   PARAMETERS.  SAMPLES FROM FIVE LOCATIONS WERE TESTED FOR METALS.
   SAMPLES FROM THREE OF THESE LOCATIONS (46, 47 AND 48) HAD
   ELEVATED CONCENTRATIONS OF METALS COMPARED TO NATIONAL NORMS.

   5.  MONITORING

   CURRENTLY, MONITORING OF SITE CONDITIONS IS LIMITED TO WEEKLY
   VISITS BY A FORMER BWP EMPLOYEE WHO MEASURES WATER LEVELS IN THE
   GROUND WATER MONITORING WELLS.  THE SITE HAS ALSO BEEN OBSERVED
   BY NEIGHBORING BUSINESSES WHO HAVE FREQUENTLY REPORTED
   UNAUTHORIZED TRESPASS BY TRANSIENTS AND OTHERS.

   6.  ADDITIONAL

       A.  SURFACE WATER

   TESTS OF SURFACE WATER RUNOFF WERE LIMITED TO POND 4, FISHER
   DITCH AND OFFSITE SEEPS.   A RELATED SURFACE WATER ISSUE IS THE
   INTERACTION OF GROUND WATER WITH THE SURFACE WATER IN FISHER DITCH.

   SURFACE WATER HAS BEEN TESTED AT FIVE SEEP LOCATIONS NORTH OF
   FISHER DITCH.  SW-5 IS A SEEP WHICH SURFACES NORTH OF FISHER
   DITCH, ALMOST DUE NORTH OF THE MAIN IMPOUNDMENT.  FOURTEEN
   INDICATOR CHEMICALS HAVE BEEN DETECTED AT THIS LOCATION.
   TYPICALLY, CONCENTRATIONS RANGED FROM 0.01 TO 0.3 PPM.  PENTA WAS
   DETECTED AT 1.8 PPM.



   IN JUNE 1986, THE SURFACE WATER IN POND 4 WAS TESTED.  SURFACE
   WATER AT LOCATION 45 EXHIBITED 11 INDICATOR CHEMICALS.
   CONCENTRATIONS RANGED FROM 0.001 TO 0.8 PPM FOR MOST
   CONSTITUENTS.  A NOTABLE EXCEPTION WAS ACENAPHTHENE WHICH WAS
   DETECTED AT A CONCENTRATION OF 110 PPM.

   THE WATER IN FISHER DITCH HAS BEEN ANALYZED 11 TIMES.  FOUR OF
   THE SAMPLES CONTAINED INDICATOR CHEMICALS.  PENTA WAS DETECTED IN
   CONCENTRATIONS OF 0.05 PPM AND LESS.  THERE IS EVIDENCE THAT
   GROUND WATER FROM THE SITE INTERACTS WITH THE WATER IN FISHER
   DITCH.  ALTHOUGH THE PHASE II RI/FS CONCLUDED THAT GROUND WATER
   DOES NOT RECHARGE FISHER DITCH, THE DATA PRESENTED INDICATE
   RECHARGE MAY BE OCCURRING ALONG THE WESTERN PORTION OF THE DITCH.

       B.  GROUND WATER

   EIGHTEEN INDICATOR CHEMICALS HAVE BEEN DETECTED IN GROUND WATER
   SAMPLES FROM THE SITE AT CONCENTRATIONS UP TO 124,000 PPM.  WATER
   FROM WELLS ADJACENT TO THE IMPOUNDMENTS CONTAINED THE HIGHEST
   CONCENTRATIONS.  THE MOST CONTAMINATED PORTIONS OF THE GROUND
   WATER ARE ASSOCIATED WITH THE FLOATING AND SINKING PHASES OF THE
   WOOD-PRESERVING CHEMICALS.  CONCENTRATIONS OF FLOATING PHASE
   INDICATOR CHEMICALS ARE BETWEEN 1300 AND 18,000 PPM.
   CONCENTRATIONS OF THE SINKING PHASE INDICATOR CHEMICALS ARE
   GENERALLY BETWEEN 490 AND 14,000 PPM.  THE EXCEPTION IS
   NAPHTHALENE WHICH WAS DETECTED AT 124,000 PPM.

       C.  DIOXINS AND FURANS

   AS WITH MANY WOOD TREATING PLANTS, THE POTENTIAL PRESENCE OF
   ISOMERS OF DIOXINS AND FURANS HAS BEEN A CONCERN AT THE BWP SITE,
   AND SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS FOR DIOXINS AND FURANS HAS BEEN
   CONDUCTED.  ISOMERS OF DIOXINS AND FURANS HAVE BEEN DETECTED IN
   THE IMPOUNDMENTS, NOTABLY IN THE SLUDGE AND OIL, AND IN SOME OF
   THE SURFACE SOILS, PARTICULARLY IN THE FACILITIES AREA.  HOWEVER,
   ONLY THE HEAVIER ISOMERS OF THE DIOXINS AND FURANS, SUCH AS
   PENTA, HEXA, HEPTA AND OCTA, WERE DETECTED.  THE MOST POTENT
   ISOMER, 2,3,7,8 TETRACHLORODIBENZODIOXIN, WAS NOT DETECTED IN ANY MEDIUM.

   THE MAXIMUM CONCENTRATIONS FOUND IN THE VARIOUS MEDIA ARE
   PRESENTED IN TABLE C-1, EXPRESSED AS TOTAL DIOXIN EQUIVALENCIES
   TO 2,3,7,8 TCDD.  THIS MEANS THAT THE CONCENTRATIONS OF THE LESS
   POTENT ISOMERS WERE MULTIPLIED BY CERTAIN EQUIVALENCY FACTORS TO
   EXPRESS THEIR RELATIVE STRENGTH COMPARED TO 2,3,7,8 TCDD.

   #PHAER
   PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL RISKS

   SCOPE OF RISK ANALYSIS, RISK SCENARIOS

   BASED ON THE DATA GATHERED THUS FAR, THE CONTAMINATION ASSOCIATED
   WITH THE BWP SITE POSES A VARIETY OF ACTUAL AND POTENTIAL RISKS
   TO HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  THUS FAR, NO RISK SCENARIOS
   IDENTIFIED WITH THE SITE HAVE BEEN ELIMINATED FROM RISK ANALYSIS,
   AND THE FULL RANGE OF SCENARIOS (FROM INDUSTRIAL USE THROUGH
   RESIDENTIAL USE) REMAIN FOR CONSIDERATION.

   HOWEVER, AS NOTED PREVIOUSLY, THE FULL NATURE AND EXTENT OF
   CONTAMINATION HAVE NOT YET BEEN CHARACTERIZED.  THIS LACK OF
   COMPLETE CHARACTERIZATION IS MOST OBVIOUS FOR THE GROUND WATER
   EXPOSURE PATHWAY, PARTICULARLY IN THE AREA NORTH OF THE SITE.
   CHARACTERIZATION OF THIS PATHWAY IS EXPECTED TO BE ACCOMPLISHED



   WITH THE PHASE III RI/FS, AND WILL BE ADDRESSED IN A FUTURE
   RECORD OF DECISION.

   AS A CONSEQUENCE OF THE CURRENT INCOMPLETE LEVEL OF
   CHARACTERIZATION, THE SCOPE OF RISK ANALYSIS FOR THIS RECORD OF
   DECISION HAS GENERALLY BEEN LIMITED TO THOSE PATHWAYS ABOUT WHICH
   THERE ARE SUFFICIENT DATA TO SUPPORT RISK ANALYSIS AND FOR WHICH
   REMEDIES ARE BEING CONSIDERED.  THESE PATHWAYS ARE GENERALLY
   THOSE ASSOCIATED WITH ONSITE RISKS AND DIRECT CONTACT, AS WELL
   AS THOSE THAT CAN BE ADDRESSED WITH THE SOURCE CONTROL TYPES OF
   REMEDIES CONTEMPLATED BY BIC AND EPA IN THE REVISED AND
   SUPPLEMENTAL PHASE II RI/FS REPORTS.

   WHERE APPROPRIATE, THERE WILL ALSO BE SOME DISCUSSION OF OTHER
   RISK PATHWAYS.

   RISK PATHWAYS

   WITHIN THE LIMITED SCOPE OF THIS OPERABLE UNIT AND THE CURRENTLY
   AVAILABLE DATA, THE SIGNIFICANT ACTUAL AND POTENTIAL EXPOSURE
   PATHWAYS IDENTIFIED FOR THE BWP SITE INCLUDE:

       1.  INGESTION OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES IN SURFACE SOIL AND THE
           IMPOUNDMENTS.

       2.  DIRECT DERMAL CONTACT WITH HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES IN
           SURFACE SOIL AND THE IMPOUNDMENTS.

       3.  INHALATION OF AIRBORNE HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES.

       4.  INGESTION OF FOOD CROPS CONTAMINATED WITH HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES.

       5.  INGESTION OF CONTAMINATED GROUND WATER BELOW THE SITE.

   RECEPTOR POPULATIONS

   POTENTIAL AND ACTUAL POPULATIONS AT RISK FROM CONTAMINATION AT
   THE BWP SITE INCLUDE:

       1.  ONSITE WORKERS, INCLUDING THE CARETAKER AND REMEDIAL WORKERS.

       2.  TRESPASSERS, INCLUDING CHILDREN AND TRANSIENTS.

       3.  FUTURE WORKPLACE POPULATIONS, INCLUDING CHILDREN IN
           WORKPLACE DAY-CARE CENTERS.

       4.  FUTURE RESIDENTIAL POPULATIONS, INCLUDING CHILDREN.

       5.  OFFSITE USERS OF GROUND WATER FROM THE SITE.

       6.  OFFSITE POPULATIONS IMMEDIATELY ADJACENT TO THE SITE.

   THE PATHWAYS BY WHICH HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES FROM THE SITE MAY
   REACH HUMAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL RECEPTORS ARE DEPICTED IN FIGURE D-1.

   CONTAMINANTS, HAZARDOUS EFFECTS

   THE ANALYSIS OF RISK AT THE BWP SITE INCLUDED SELECTION AND
   EVALUATION OF CERTAIN INDICATOR CHEMICALS WHICH REPRESENT THE
   MOST TOXIC, MOBILE AND PERSISTENT HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES ASSOCIATED
   WITH THE SITE.  THE INDICATOR CHEMICALS CONSISTED OF ALL THOSE
   LISTED IN TABLE C-1, INCLUDING:



       1.  MANY OF THE POLYNUCLEAR AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS (PAHS) THAT
           MAKE UP CRESOSTE;

       2.  PENTACHLOROPHENOL, REPRESENTING THE PHENOLICS GROUP;

       3.  BENZENE, REPRESENTING VOLATILE ORGANICS;

       4.  2,3,7,8 - TETRACHLORODIBENZO-P-DIOXIN, REPRESENTING THE
           DIOXINS AND FURANS; AND

       5.  ARSENIC, CADMIUM, COPPER AND LEAD, REPRESENTING THE METALS.

   INGESTION OF ANY OF THE INDICATOR CHEMICALS HAS THE POTENTIAL TO
   CAUSE DAMAGE TO ORGAN SYSTEMS.  FOR EXAMPLE, NAPHTHALENE,
   ACENAPHTHENE, PENTA, BENZENE, AND COPPER CAUSE LIVER AND KIDNEY
   DAMAGE.  LEAD PRIMARILY AFFECTS THE HEMATOPOIETIC (BLOOD-FORMING)
   SYSTEM AND CENTRAL NERVOUS SYSTEM AND HAS BEEN LINKED TO LEARNING
   DISABILITIES IN CHILDREN.  CADMIUM IS A TERATOGEN.  BOTH CADMIUM
   AND LEAD ARE REPRODUCTIVE TOXINS.

   SEVERAL INDICATOR CHEMICALS HAVE THE POTENTIAL TO CAUSE HEALTH
   EFFECTS IF INHALED.  SOME OF THE CHEMICALS, INCLUDING THE PAHS,
   MAY BE ABSORBED INTO THE BODY THROUGH THE LUNGS, RESULTING IN
   HEALTH EFFECTS SIMILAR TO THOSE RESULTING FROM INGESTION.  SOME
   OF THESE CHEMICALS ALSO HAVE DIRECT EFFECTS ON THE RESPIRATORY
   SYSTEM.  INHALATION OF ARSENIC COMPOUNDS AND CADMIUM CAUSES LUNG
   CANCER, WHILE BENZENE VAPORS AND PENTA IRRITATE THE UPPER
   RESPIRATORY TRACT AND EYES.

   DERMAL CONTACT WITH PAHS, PENTA, AND BENZENE CAUSE SKIN
   IRRITATION AND POSSIBLY DERMATITIS.  NAPHTHALENE, PENTA, BENZENE,
   TCDD, AND LEAD CAN BE DERMALLY ABSORBED, ONCE AGAIN RESULTING IN
   HEALTH EFFECTS SIMILAR IN SOME CASES TO THE EFFECTS FROM INGESTION.

   HUMAN HEALTH RISK

   THE FOLLOWING POTENTIAL OR ACTUAL HUMAN HEALTH RISKS ASSOCIATED
   WITH DIRECT CONTACT WITH HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES ON THE BWP SITE
   HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED:

       1.  INGESTION OF CONTAMINATED SURFACE SOIL

       INADVERTENT INGESTION OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES IN SURFACE
       SOILS MAY OCCUR IF CHILDREN OR OTHER TRESPASSERS GAIN ACCESS
       TO THE SITE.  A POTENTIAL WORST CASE SCENARIO WAS EVALUATED
       USING INADVERTENT INGESTION BY CHILDREN OF SOILS CONTAINING
       THE MAXIMUM CONCENTRATIONS OF INDICATOR CHEMICALS DETECTED IN
       SOIL AT THE SITE.  TO OBTAIN A RANGE OF RISK, TWO INGESTION
       RATES WERE USED:  0.1 GRAMS OF SOIL PER DAY AND 5.0 GRAMS PER
       DAY, OCCURRING ONCE A WEEK FOR FIVE YEARS.

       IN ESTIMATING THE CARCINOGENIC EFFECTS OF THIS EXPOSURE
       SCENARIO, IT WAS DETERMINED THAT THE INCREASED CANCER RISK
       RANGED FROM NEGLIGIBLE TO AS HIGH AS 6.4 X 10-2, OR 6.4
       INCREASED CANCERS IN A LIFETIME PER 100 POPULATION.  THE
       GREATEST RISKS WERE THOSE ASSOCIATED WITH INGESTING
       CARCINOGENIC PAHS AT THE 5.0 GRAMS PER DAY LEVEL.

       TO ESTIMATE NONCARCINOGENIC EFFECTS OF THIS SCENARIO, THE
       ESTIMATED CHRONIC DAILY INTAKE (CDI) OF NONCARCINOGENIC
       HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES FROM SOIL INGESTION WAS COMPARED WITH
       ACCEPTABLE CHRONIC INTAKES (AIC).  THE CDIS FOR LEAD EXCEED
       THE AIC BY FACTORS OF THREE AND 157, RESPECTIVELY AT THE 0.1



       AND 5.0 GRAMS PER DAY LEVELS.  THE CDIS FOR PENTA AND CADMIUM
       EXCEED THE AICS AT THE 5.0 GRAMS PER DAY LEVEL.

       BECAUSE OF THEIR CURRENT AESTHETIC QUALITY, THE IMPOUNDMENTS
       WERE NOT INCLUDED IN THIS INGESTION SCENARIO.  HOWEVER, A
       FUTURE SCENARIO BASED ON NO REMEDIATION OF THE IMPOUNDMENTS
       WOULD LIKELY RESULT IN EVEN GREATER RISKS IF THE SITE WERE
       REGRADED AND THE IMPOUNDMENT CONTENTS WERE MIXED WITH OTHER
       SURFACE SOILS.

       2.  DIRECT DERMAL CONTACT WITH HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES

       DIRECT DERMAL CONTACT, PARTICULARLY WITH THE HIGH
       CONCENTRATIONS OF INDICATOR CHEMICALS IN THE IMPOUNDMENTS,
       POSES A RISK OF SKIN IRRITATION AND DERMATITIS, AS WELL AS
       OTHER HEALTH EFFECTS ASSOCIATED WITH DERMAL ABSORPTION OF THE
       INDICATOR CHEMICALS.  CHRONIC EXPOSURE TO SOME PAHS AND
       DIOXINS POSES A CANCER RISK.  THE POPULATIONS AT RISK INCLUDE
       ONSITE WORKERS AND SITE TRESPASSERS, INCLUDING CHILDREN.

       3.  INHALATION OF VAPORS AND CONTAMINATED DUST

       INHALATION BY ONSITE PERSONNEL AND TRESPASSERS OF
       VOLATILIZED HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES FROM THE IMPOUNDMENTS AND
       SOILS CONTAMINATED WITH HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES CAN OCCUR AND
       POSE A HEALTH THREAT TO SUCH PERSONS.  BECAUSE SUFFICIENT AIR
       MONITORING DATA ARE NOT AVAILABLE, THE HUMAN HEALTH RISK
       CANNOT BE QUANTITATIVELY EVALUATED AT THIS TIME.

       THE PRESENCE OF ASBESTOS IN AND ADJACENT TO BUILDINGS ON THE
       SITE POSES A HEALTH RISK.  SITE PERSONNEL AND TRESPASSERS MAY
       BE EXPOSED BY DIRECT CONTACT TO THE ASBESTOS INSULATION OR BY
       INHALATION OF AIRBORNE FIBERS.

       4.  INGESTION OF CONTAMINATED FOOD CROPS

       UNDER THE PRESENT LAND USE, FOOD CROPS ARE NOT GROWN AT THE
       BWP SITE.  IF THE LAND IS USED FOR RESIDENTIAL OR
       AGRICULTURAL PURPOSES IN THE FUTURE, HUMANS MAY BE EXPOSED TO
       HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES EITHER TAKEN UP BY FOOD CROPS GROWN IN
       CONTAMINATED SOIL OR AS A RESULT OF CONTAMINATION OF FOOD
       CROPS WITH CONTAMINATED IRRIGATION WATER.  INSUFFICIENT
       INFORMATION ABOUT GROUND WATER CONTAMINATION IS AVAILABLE TO
       EVALUATE THE HUMAN HEALTH RISK QUANTITATIVELY.

       5.  INGESTION OF CONTAMINATED GROUND WATER

       BECAUSE OF THE LACK OF ADEQUATE DATA, GROUND-WATER IMPACTS
       WERE NOT EVALUATED IN DETAIL.  HOWEVER, THE USE OF GROUND
       WATER AS A POTABLE WATER SUPPLY OFF THE SITE IS POTENTIALLY A
       SIGNIFICANT PATHWAY FOR EXPOSURE TO HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES FROM
       THE BWP SITE.  THE MAXIMUM CONCENTRATIONS OF INDICATOR
       CHEMICALS IN GROUND-WATER SAMPLES TAKEN ON THE SITE EXCEED
       APPROPRIATE WATER QUALITY CRITERIA.  CONSEQUENTLY, ANY FUTURE
       USE OF THIS GROUND WATER FOR HUMAN CONSUMPTION POSES A
       POTENTIAL HEALTH RISK REQUIRING FURTHER EVALUATION DURING THE
       PHASE III RI/FS.

   ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

   THE FOLLOWING ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED AT THE
   BWP SITE:



       1.  DAMAGE TO GROUND WATER, RESULTING IN LOSS OF A NATURAL
           RESOURCE AND POTENTIAL IMPACT ON SOCIOECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT.

       2.  IMPACT ON WILDLIFE AS A RESULT OF DIRECT CONTACT WITH
           HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES OR BY INGESTION OF CONTAMINATED
           WATER FROM THE SURFACE IMPOUNDMENTS.

       3.  IMPACT ON WILDLIFE AND DOMESTIC ANIMALS FROM EXPOSURE TO
           CONTAMINATED SOILS.

       4.  OTHER SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS SUCH AS DECREASE IN PROPERTY
           VALUE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT.

   #SRRA
   SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTION

   RESPONSE ACTIONS AS OPERABLE UNITS

   AS NOTED PREVIOUSLY, THE REMEDY SELECTED IN THIS DOCUMENT IS AN INTERIM
   REMEDY OR "OPERABLE UNIT."  EPA IS SELECTING THIS REMEDY AS PART OF A
   MULTI-PHASE CLEANUP PROCESS AT THE BWP SITE.

   THE CURRENT NATIONAL CONTINGENCY PLAN (NCP) CONTEMPLATES SELECTING AND
   IMPLEMENTING SUCH "PHASED" OPERABLE UNITS PRIOR TO SELECTION OF AN
   APPROPRIATE FINAL REMEDIAL ACTION FOR A SITE.  SUCH OPERABLE UNITS MUST
   BE COST-EFFECTIVE AND CONSISTENT WITH ACHIEVING A PERMANENT REMEDY AT
   THE SITE.

   THE MULTI-PHASE PROCESS AT BWP

   PHASE I OF THE RI/FS AT BWP CONSISTED OF STUDIES CONDUCTED BY A BIC
   CONSULTANT DURING 1983-84.  WHILE THE INFORMATION GATHERED DURING THESE
   STUDIES HAS PROVIDED USEFUL BACKGROUND INFORMATION, THE PHASE I STUDIES
   AND REPORT DID NOT LEAD TO ANY REMEDY SELECTION.

   AFTER BIC SUBMITTED THE PHASE I REPORT, EPA AND BIC NEGOTIATED OVER
   FURTHER RI/FS ACTIVITIES TO BE CONDUCTED.  THESE NEGOTIATIONS RESULTED
   IN A PARTIAL CONSENT DECREE (PCD), WHICH REQUIRED BIC TO CONDUCT A PHASE
   II RI/FS TO DEFINE THE EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION AND DEVELOP REMEDIES TO
   ADDRESS THE PROBLEM.  ADDITIONALLY, A PHASE III RI/FS WOULD BE REQUIRED
   IF EPA CONCLUDED THAT THE PHASE II RI/FS DID NOT SUFFICIENTLY ADDRESS
   THE PROBLEM.

   AFTER REVIEWING THE DRAFT PHASE II RI/FS REPORT SUBMITTED BY BIC IN
   DECEMBER 1986, EPA CONCLUDED THAT FURTHER (PHASE III) RI/FS STUDIES
   WOULD BE REQUIRED.  THE PHASE III RI/FS WILL DEFINE THE FULL NATURE AND
   EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION ASSOCIATED WITH THE SITE, AND DEVELOP REMEDIES
   TO ADDRESS THAT CONTAMINATION.  THE MAIN FOCUS OF PHASE III WILL BE: THE
   CONTAMINANT PLUME OFFSITE TO THE NORTH AND IN THE BEDROCK; CONTAMINATION
   IN SURFACE SOILS AT THE SITE; AND "HOT SPOTS" OF CONTAMINATION AT THE
   SITE, INCLUDING BUILDINGS AND VESSELS.  AFTER THE PHASE III RI/FS IS
   COMPLETED, A REMEDY WILL BE SELECTED TO ADDRESS THE REMAINING CONTAMINATION.

   HOWEVER, EPA ALSO CONCLUDED THAT THE DRAFT PHASE II REPORT WAS COMPLETE
   INSOFAR AS THE INFORMATION IN THE REPORT WAS SUFFICIENT TO SUPPORT
   IMPLEMENTATION OF CERTAIN INTERIM REMEDIES WHILE THE PHASE III RI/FS IS
   CONDUCTED.  EPA WAS PARTICULARLY INTERESTED IN THOSE REMEDIES RELATING
   TO SOURCE CONTROL AND THE DIRECT CONTACT PATHWAY.  EPA BELIEVED THAT
   IMPLEMENTATION OF THESE REMEDIES WOULD BE CONSISTENT WITH FUTURE STUDIES
   AND REMEDIES AT THE SITE.

   SCOPE OF THIS OPERABLE UNIT AT BWP



   AFTER CONSIDERING EPA'S COMMENTS, BIC AGREED TO REVISE THE DRAFT PHASE
   II RI/FS REPORT TO ADDRESS OR DEVELOP INTERIM REMEDIES RELATING TO THE
   FOLLOWING FIVE "SEGMENTS" OF SITE CLEANUP:

   1. SITE ACCESS: THE REVISED REPORT CONSIDERED REMEDIES TO ADDRESS THE
      FACT THAT ACCESS TO THE SITE IS NOT ADEQUATELY RESTRICTED.  ACCESS
      RESTRICTIONS SUCH AS SIGNS, FENCES AND SECURITY GUARDS WERE EVALUATED.

   2. IMPOUNDMENTS: THE MAIN AND SECONDARY IMPOUNDMENTS REMAIN THE MAJOR
      SOURCES OF CONTAMINATION ON THE SITE.  THE REVISED REPORT ADDRESSED
      THE IMPOUNDMENT CONTENTS (SLUDGE, OIL AND WATER), AS WELL AS THE
      VISIBLY CONTAMINATED SOILS DIRECTLY UNDER THE IMPOUNDMENTS.

   3. FACILITY AREA (BUILDINGS, VESSELS, ETC.): THIS SEGMENT OF THE REVISED
      RI/FS ADDRESSED POTENTIAL DEMOLITION AND DISPOSAL OF CONTAMINATED AND
      FIRE-DAMAGED STRUCTURES IN THE TREATMENT FACILITIES AND SHOP AREAS.
      ALSO TO BE ADDRESSED IN THIS SEGMENT WERE POTENTIAL REMEDIES FOR THE
      CONTENTS OF THE VESSELS, INCLUDING THE "FIREWATER" REMAINING AFTER
      THE JULY 1985 FIRE.

   4. SURFACE SOILS: IN THIS SEGMENT, REMEDIES FOR CONTAMINATION OF SURFACE
      SOILS AT THE SITE WERE EVALUATED.  THESE EVALUATIONS WERE SOMEWHAT
      CONSTRICTED BY THE LACK OF COMPLETE KNOWLEDGE ABOUT THE NATURE AND
      EXTENT OF THE CONTAMINATION.

   5. MONITORING: UNDER THIS SEGMENT, THE RI/FS PROCESS FOCUSED ON METHODS
      TO MEASURE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE VARIOUS REMEDIES BEING PROPOSED.
      THESE METHODS INCLUDED SUCH MONITORING TECHNIQUES AS INSPECTIONS,
      SAMPLING OF EMISSIONS, GROUND WATER MONITORING, ETC.

      AFTER RECEIPT AND REVIEW OF THE REVISED PHASE II RI/FS REPORT
   SUBMITTED BY BIC, EPA CONCLUDED THAT CERTAIN MODIFICATIONS TO THE REPORT
   WERE REQUIRED TO SUPPORT THE REMEDIES THAT EPA BELIEVED WERE SUPPORTABLE
   BY THE STUDIES.  EPA TASKED ITS CONTRACTOR TO PERFORM THESE
   MODIFICATIONS, AND A SUPPLEMENTAL PHASE II RI/FS REPORT WAS COMPLETED IN
   NOVEMBER 1987.

      THE REMEDIES CONSIDERED FOR THIS FIRST OU AT THE BWP SITE ARE BASED
   ON ALL THREE OF THE PHASE II RI/FS REPORTS: THE DRAFT AND REVISED PHASE
   II RI/FS REPORTS SUBMITTED BY BIC, AND THE SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT DEVELOPED
   FOR EPA.

   #ERA
   EVALUATION OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

   FIVE SEGMENT APPROACH

   AS DISCUSSED IN CHAPTER E, THE REMEDIES EVALUATED AS PART OF THE FIRST
   OPERABLE UNIT (OU) AT THE BWP SITE DURING THE PHASE II RI/FS WERE BASED
   ON THE FIVE SEGMENTS TO BE ADDRESSED IN THE OU.  THESE SEGMENTS ARE:

       -  SITE ACCESS;
       -  THE SURFACE IMPOUNDMENTS;
       -  THE FACILITY AREA (BUILDINGS, VESSELS, ETC.);
       -  SURFACE SOILS; AND
       -  MONITORING

   THE REMEDIES CONSIDERED UNDER EACH OF THESE SEGMENTS WERE DESIGNED TO
   ADDRESS THE CHIEF HEALTH AND/OR ENVIRONMENTAL RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH EACH
   SEGMENT.  THE EVALUATION PROCESS SUMMARIZED HERE WILL ALSO USE THIS
   FIVE-SEGMENT STRUCTURE.



   REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES

   THE OVERALL OBJECTIVE OF ANY REMEDIAL ACTION AT THE BWP SITE IS TO
   PROTECT HUMAN HEALTH AND WELFARE, AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  ANY REMEDIAL
   ACTIONS MUST ALSO COMPLY WITH CERCLA (AS AMENDED BY SARA), AND THE
   NATIONAL CONTINGENCY PLAN (NCP)  40 CFR SS300.

   SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES FOR REMEDIAL ACTIONS AT THE SITE IN THIS OU INVOLVE
   THE FOLLOWING:

      1.  ADDRESSING THE CONTENTS OF THE IMPOUNDMENTS AS THE GREATEST
          CONCENTRATION OF CONTAMINANTS ON SITE; MEASURES TO ADDRESS THESE
          CONTAMINANTS WOULD NECESSARILY ADDRESS ALL APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT
          AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS THAT GOVERN SUCH MEASURES.

      2.  MITIGATING THE FOLLOWING RISKS OR PATHWAYS SUMMARIZED FROM SECTION D:

          O   INGESTION OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES IN THE SURFACE SOILS AND
              THE IMPOUNDMENTS.

          O   DIRECT DERMAL CONTACT WITH HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES IN SURFACE
              SOILS AND THE IMPOUNDMENTS.

          O   INHALATION OF AIRBORNE HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES.

          O   INGESTION OF CONTAMINATED GROUND WATER.

                          INITIAL SCREENING

   AS NOTED PREVIOUSLY, THE PHASE II RI/FS IS DOCUMENTED IN THE TWO BIC
   REPORTS AND THE EPA SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT.  THESE REPORTS IDENTIFIED OVER
   40 REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES (IN ADDITION TO THE NO ACTION
   ALTERNATIVE) FOR CONSIDERATION AS SOLUTIONS TO THE VARIOUS RISKS AND
   PATHWAY SCENARIOS POSED BY CONTAMINATION AT THE BWP SITE.  DESCRIPTIONS
   OF THE VARIOUS ALTERNATIVES ARE CONTAINED IN THE THREE REPORTS, AND MANY
   OF THEM ARE SUMMARIZED LATER IN THIS CHAPTER.

   ALL OF THE 40+ ALTERNATIVES IDENTIFIED IN THE REPORTS WERE FIRST
   SUBJECTED TO AN INITIAL SCREENING TO ELIMINATE THOSE, WHICH FOR REASONS
   OF TECHNICAL INFEASIBILITY OR LACK OF IMPLEMENTABILITY, DID NOT MERIT
   FURTHER CONSIDERATION AS REMEDIES IN THIS OU.  A RELATED PURPOSE FOR THE
   INITIAL SCREENING WAS TO REDUCE THE NUMBER OF ALTERNATIVES FOR A
   SUBSEQUENT, MORE RIGOROUS DETAILED EVALUATION.

   IN THIS INITIAL SCREENING PROCESS, SEVERAL OF THE ALTERNATIVES WERE
   ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION FOR A VARIETY OF REASONS.  FOR
   EXAMPLE, SEVERAL OF THE ALTERNATIVES FOR TREATING CONTAMINATED WATER
   WERE JUDGED INFEASIBLE BECAUSE OF ADMINISTRATIVE OR REGULATORY
   CONSTRAINTS.  ALSO, ALL OF THE ALTERNATIVES TO ADDRESS SURFACE SOIL
   CONTAMINATION WERE ELIMINATED BECAUSE THE FULL EXTENT OF THAT
   CONTAMINATION HAS NOT YET BEEN DEFINED, AND BECAUSE SOIL CLEANUP GOALS
   FOR THE SITE HAVE NOT YET BEEN ESTABLISHED.  SOIL REMEDIATION WILL BE
   ADDRESSED IN THE PHASE III RI/FS.

   DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

   THOSE ALTERNATIVES THAT REMAINED AFTER THE INITIAL SCREENING ARE
   PRESENTED IN TABLE F-1.  THESE ALTERNATIVES WERE CARRIED THROUGH THE
   REST OF THE EVALUATION PROCESS.  A SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF EACH OF THESE
   ALTERNATIVES (USING THE FIVE- SEGMENT STRUCTURE) FOLLOWS:



     I.         SITE ACCESS - UNDER THIS SEGMENT, THE REMEDIES EVALUATED
                INCLUDED
                THE FOLLOWING:

                A.  NO ACTION

                    THE SITE WOULD REMAIN IN ITS CURRENT CONDITION; SITE
                    ACCESS RESTRICTIONS WOULD NOT BE MODIFIED.

                B.  POSTING NOTICES

                    TWENTY WARNING SIGNS DISPLAYING THE WARNING:
                    "DANGER-HAZARDOUS WASTE - UNAUTHORIZED PERSONNEL
                    KEEP OUT" WOULD BE POSTED AROUND THE SITE IN STRATEGIC
                    LOCATIONS.  TWO OPTIONS WERE EVALUATED, SIGNS THAT ARE
                    LEGIBLE AT 50 FEET, AND SIGNS LEGIBLE AT 125 FEET.

                C.  SELECTIVE FENCING

                    A SIX-FOOT CHAIN-LINK FENCE WOULD BE ERECTED AROUND THE
                    SURFACE IMPOUNDMENTS.  THIS WOULD PREVENT ACCESS TO AN
                    AREA DEFINED BY THE IMPOUNDMENTS.  ADDITIONALLY, A
                    "FIELD FARM FENCE" WOULD BE ERECTED AROUND THE VISIBLY
                    CONTAMINATED SURFICIAL SOIL AREAS IN THE TREATMENT
                    PLANT/SHOP AREA.

                D.  FENCING ENTIRE SITE

                    A SIX-FOOT CHAIN-LINK FENCE TOPPED WITH THREE STRANDS
                    OF BARBED WIRE WOULD BE ERECTED AROUND THE PERIMETER OF
                    THE SITE.  TWO 20-FOOT WIDE GATES WOULD BE INCLUDED FOR
                    SITE ACCESS AND FIRE CONTROL.

                E.  SECURITY GUARDS

                    ACCESS TO THE SITE WOULD BE MONITORED AND RESTRICTED BY
                    PROVIDING GUARDS ON A 24 HOURS PER DAY - 7 DAYS PER
                    WEEK SCHEDULE.  PROVISIONS FOR THIS SECURITY WOULD
                    INCLUDE A SHELTER, ELECTRICAL AND TELEPHONE HOOKUPS AND
                    SANITARY FACILITIES.

     II.        IMPOUNDMENTS/SLUDGE:

                A.  NO ACTION

                    THE IMPOUNDMENT SLUDGE WOULD REMAIN IN PLACE IN THE
                    UNLINED MAIN AND SECONDARY IMPOUNDMENTS.

                B.  EXCAVATE AND RECLAIM

                    THE SLUDGE WOULD BE SEPARATED INTO COMMERCIALLY
                    VALUABLE CREOSOTE, WATER AND SOLIDS.  THE CREOSOTE
                    COULD POTENTIALLY BE SOLD, THE WATER EVAPORATED OR
                    MANAGED WITH THE IMPOUNDMENT WATER, AND THE SOLIDS
                    DISPOSED AT AN APPROVED LANDFILL.  IT IS ESTIMATED THAT
                    AN 80 PERCENT RECOVERY RATE COULD BE ATTAINED.



                C. EXCAVATE, STABILIZE AND DISPOSE OFFSITE

                    THE SLUDGE IN THE IMPOUNDMENT WOULD BE STABILIZED
                    THROUGH THE ADDITION AND MIXING OF PHYSICAL AND
                    CHEMICAL STABILIZING AGENTS.  THE SLUDGE WOULD BE MIXED
                    IN PLACE, WITH AN EQUAL VOLUME OF STABILIZING AGENT.
                    ONCE THE SLUDGE WAS SOLIDIFIED/STABILIZED, THE MATERIAL
                    WOULD BE EXCAVATED AND TRANSPORTED TO A LOADING AREA
                    FOR SUBSEQUENT OFFSITE DISPOSAL IN AN APPROVED
                    HAZARDOUS WASTE LANDFILL.

                D.  EXCAVATE AND INCINERATE OFFSITE

                    THE SLUDGE WOULD BE TESTED TO DETERMINE THE MATERIAL
                    COMPATIBILITY WITH THE OFFSITE FACILITY. THE SLUDGE
                    WOULD BE SOLIDIFIED AS NEEDED FOR TRANSPORTATION.  IT
                    WOULD THEN BE EXCAVATED AND STOCKPILED FOR IMMEDIATE
                    BULK TRANSPORT.  THE MATERIAL WOULD BE INCINERATED IN
                    AN OFFSITE PERMITTED FACILITY.

                E.  EXCAVATE AND INCINERATE ONSITE

                    THE SLUDGE IN THE IMPOUNDMENTS WOULD BE EXCAVATED AND
                    INCINERATED ONSITE USING A MOBILE THERMAL INCINERATOR.
                    SOME STABILIZATION MIGHT BE REQUIRED TO FACILITATE
                    HANDLING AND LOADING THE SLUDGE.  THREE INCINERATOR
                    PROCESSES WERE EVALUATED:  A ROTARY KILN, AN INFRARED
                    KILN, AND A CIRCULATION BED SYSTEM.  THESE INCINERATOR
                    PROCESSES ARE DISCUSSED IN DETAIL IN THE REVISED PHASE
                    II RI/FS REPORT.  RESIDUE (ASH) FROM THE PROCESS WOULD
                    BE TRANSPORTED TO A HAZARDOUS WASTE LANDFILL.

    II.         IMPOUNDMENT/OIL:

                A.  NO ACTION

                    THE OIL WOULD REMAIN ON THE SURFACE OF THE MAIN
                    IMPOUNDMENT AND WOULD CONTINUE TO INHIBIT EVAPORATION
                    OF THE WATER IN THAT IMPOUNDMENT.

                B.  PUMP FROM IMPOUNDMENT AND TREAT (CAPTURE) WITH CARBON
                    ADSORPTION

                    THE OIL WOULD BE SKIMMED OFF THE SURFACE OF THE MAIN
                    IMPOUNDMENT AND PUMPED INTO THE CARBON ADSORPTION
                    SYSTEM AFTER TREATMENT OF THE MAIN IMPOUNDMENT WATER.
                    IT MIGHT BE NECESSARY TO STORE THE OIL TEMPORARILY
                    WHILE THE WATER TREATMENT PROCESS IS PROCEEDING.  THE
                    SPENT CARBON WOULD BE RECLAIMED BY THE COMMERCIAL
                    PROVIDER OF THE CARBON CANISTER(S).

                C.  PUMP FROM IMPOUNDMENT AND INCINERATE ONSITE

                    THE OIL WOULD BE SKIMMED OFF THE SURFACE OF THE MAIN
                    IMPOUNDMENT AND INCINERATED ALONG WITH THE IMPOUNDMENT
                    SLUDGE.



    II.         IMPOUNDMENT/WATER:

                A.  NO ACTION

                    IMPOUNDMENT WATER WOULD REMAIN IN THE MAIN IMPOUNDMENT
                    ON A YEAR-ROUND BASIS, AND IN THE SECONDARY IMPOUNDMENT
                    ON A SEASONAL BASIS.

                B.  EVAPORATE IN SECONDARY IMPOUNDMENT

                    THE MAIN IMPOUNDMENT WATER WOULD BE PUMPED ONTO THE
                    UPPER CRUST OF THE SECONDARY IMPOUNDMENT TO DEPTHS NOT
                    EXCEEDING SIX INCHES AND ALLOWED TO EVAPORATE.  IT IS
                    ASSUMED THAT THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD BE UNDERTAKEN
                    DURING THE DRY PART OF THE YEAR AND THAT THE SECONDARY
                    IMPOUNDMENT WOULD NOT CONTAIN AN APPRECIABLE AMOUNT OF
                    WATER.  IT IS ALSO ASSUMED THAT THREE APPLICATIONS OF
                    WATER WOULD BE REQUIRED, BASED ON THE VOLUME OF WATER
                    PRESENT AND ADDITIONAL PRECIPITATION.

                C.  TREAT WITH CARBON ADSORPTION; DISPOSE ONSITE VIA
                    EVAPO-TRANSPIRATION

                    THE WATER FROM THE MAIN IMPOUNDMENT WOULD BE TREATED TO
                    ELIMINATE CONTAMINANTS IN A CARBON ADSORPTION SYSTEM.
                    THE TREATED WATER WOULD BE DISCHARGED TO A VEGETATED
                    AREA OF THE SITE TO BE ELIMINATED THROUGH
                    EVAPO-TRANSPIRATION.  THE RATE OF DISCHARGE WOULD BE
                    MONITORED AND CONTROLLED SO AS NOT TO EXCEED THE
                    EVAPO-TRANSPIRATION RATE.

                D.  PUMP TO NEW LINED POND AND EVAPORATE; INCINERATE LINER

                    A NEW LINED POND WOULD BE CONSTRUCTED ON THE SITE.  THE
                    MAIN IMPOUNDMENT WATER WOULD BE PUMPED INTO THE POND
                    FOR EVAPORATION.  THE PREFERRED PERIOD FOR EVAPORATION
                    WOULD BE FROM JUNE THROUGH SEPTEMBER WHEN EVAPORATION
                    RATES ARE THE HIGHEST.  AT THE END OF USE, THE POND
                    WOULD BE DISMANTLED AND THE LINER WOULD BE INCINERATED
                    OR DISPOSED OF IN AN APPROPRIATELY PERMITTED LANDFILL.

                E.  USE AS INCINERATION QUENCH WATER

                    THE WATER WOULD BE USED AS QUENCH WATER IN THE MOBILE
                    INCINERATOR USED FOR THE SLUDGE AND/OR SOILS.

     II.  IMPOUNDMENT/SOIL:

   THE RI/FS CONFIRMED THE EXISTENCE OF CONTAMINATED SOIL BENEATH THE
   IMPOUNDMENTS BUT DID NOT DEFINE THE EXTENT OR DEGREE OF THAT
   CONTAMINATION.  CONSEQUENTLY, THE FIRST OPERABLE UNIT WILL BE RESTRICTED
   TO ADDRESSING VISIBLY CONTAMINATED SOIL.  OTHER CONTAMINATED SOILS
   BENEATH THE IMPOUNDMENTS WILL BE ADDRESSED DURING THE PHASE III RI/FS.

                A.  NO ACTION



                    THE VISIBLY CONTAMINATED SOIL WOULD REMAIN BENEATH AND
                    AROUND THE IMPOUNDMENTS.

                B.  EXCAVATE AND DISPOSE OFFSITE

                    THE VISIBLY CONTAMINATED SOIL WOULD BE EXCAVATED WITH
                    BACKHOE DIGGING EQUIPMENT AND FRONT END LOADERS.  SOIL
                    REQUIRING STABILIZATION DUE TO RESIDUAL SLUDGE OR WATER
                    WOULD BE SOLIDIFIED BY MIXING WITH KILN DUST, ALPHA
                    PORTLAND CEMENT OR POSSILIME TO MEET THE PAINT FILTER
                    TEST REQUIRED FOR TRANSPORTATION AND DISPOSAL.  THE
                    SOIL COULD BE TEMPORARILY STOCKPILED PRIOR TO LOADING
                    IN TRUCKS FOR DISPOSAL.  THE SOIL WOULD BE TRANSPORTED
                    AS BULK SHIPMENTS TO AN APPROVED HAZARDOUS WASTE
                    LANDFILL.  TRUCK SCALES AND A DECONTAMINATION PAD WOULD
                    BE CONSTRUCTED ON SITE.

                C.  EXCAVATE AND BIODEGRADE ONSITE

                    THE VISIBLY CONTAMINATED SOIL BENEATH AND AROUND THE
                    IMPOUNDMENTS WOULD BE EXCAVATED AND TREATED ON THE SITE
                    USING AN ENGINEERED BIODEGRADATION SYSTEM (EBDS).  THE
                    EBDS IS A UNIT PROCESS FOR IMMOBILIZING AND
                    BIOLOGICALLY DEGRADING COMPOUNDS USING SOIL AS THE
                    MEDIUM FOR GROWING AND MAINTAINING THE NECESSARY
                    MICROORGANISMS.  THE MAJOR COMPONENTS OF THIS SYSTEM
                    CONSIST OF TREATMENT AND STORM WATER CONTROL UNITS.

                D.  EXCAVATE AND MANAGE ONSITE (TEMPORARY WASTE PILE)

                    THE VISIBLY CONTAMINATED SOIL BENEATH AND AROUND THE
                    IMPOUNDMENTS WOULD BE EXCAVATED AND STOCKPILED IN AN
                    ISOLATED AREA OF THE IMPOUNDMENT.  THE ULTIMATE
                    DISPOSITION OF THE SOILS WOULD BE DETERMINED OR
                    RESOLVED AS PART OF THE FINAL SOLUTION FOR THE ENTIRE
                    SITE

                E.  EXCAVATE AND INCINERATE ONSITE

                    SAMPLES OF CONTAMINATED SOIL WOULD BE TESTED TO
                    DEMONSTRATE COMPATIBILITY WITH THE INCINERATION
                    PROCESS.  THE VISIBLY CONTAMINATED SOIL BENEATH AND
                    AROUND THE IMPOUNDMENTS WOULD BE EXCAVATED AND
                    INCINERATED ON THE SITE USING THE MOBILE INCINERATOR
                    USED FOR THE IMPOUNDMENT SLUDGE.  IT IS LIKELY THAT THE
                    SOIL WOULD BE MIXED WITH THE SLUDGE AND/OR OIL PRIOR TO
                    INCINERATION.

                F.  EXCAVATE AND INCINERATE OFFSITE

                    SAMPLES OF CONTAMINATED SOIL WOULD BE TESTED TO ASSURE
                    COMPATIBILITY WITH FACILITY CRITERIA.  THE VISIBLY
                    CONTAMINATED SOIL BENEATH AND AROUND THE IMPOUNDMENTS
                    WOULD BE EXCAVATED.  SOILS REQUIRING STABILIZATION DUE
                    TO RESIDUAL SLUDGE OR OTHER LIQUIDS WOULD BE STABILIZED
                    PRIOR TO TRANSPORTATION.  THE SOIL COULD BE TEMPORARILY
                    STOCKPILED PRIOR TO LOADING IN TRUCKS FOR DISPOSAL.
                    THE SOIL WOULD BE TRANSPORTED AS BULK SHIPMENTS TO AN



                    APPROVED HAZARDOUS WASTE INCINERATOR.  TRUCK SCALES AND
                    A DECONTAMINATION PAD WOULD BE CONSTRUCTED ON SITE.

   III.         FACILITY AREA/FIREWATER:

   TREATMENT OPTIONS FOR THE "FIREWATER" WOULD ALSO APPLY TO OTHER
   CONTAMINATED WATER FOUND OR GENERATED DURING BUILDING/STRUCTURE
   DECONTAMINATION PROCESS.

                A.  NO ACTION

                    THE FIREWATER WOULD REMAIN IN ITS PRESENT LOCATIONS IN
                    THE BASEMENT OF THE TREATMENT PLANT AND/OR VESSEL(S) ON
                    THE SITE.

                B.  FILTER ASBESTOS FIBERS; FILTERS DISPOSED IN HAZARDOUS
                    WASTE FACILITY

                    THE FIREWATER WOULD BE FILTERED TO REMOVE ANY ASBESTOS
                    FIBERS.  THE FILTER WOULD BE APPROPRIATELY PACKAGED AND
                    DISPOSED IN A FACILITY LICENSED TO ACCEPT ASBESTOS
                    FIBERS.  FURTHER TREATMENT OF THE WATER IS DISCUSSED
                    BELOW.

                C.  EVAPORATE IN SECONDARY IMPOUNDMENT

                    CONTAMINATED WATER WOULD BE PUMPED TO THE SECONDARY
                    IMPOUNDMENT IN DEPTH NOT TO EXCEED SIX INCHES AND
                    ALLOWED TO EVAPORATE.  THIS ALTERNATIVE INCLUDES AN
                    ASSUMPTION THAT IT WOULD TAKE PLACE DURING A DRY TIME
                    OF YEAR (JUNE THROUGH OCTOBER), AND THAT THE SECONDARY
                    IMPOUNDMENT WOULD NOT CONTAIN AN APPRECIABLE AMOUNT OF WATER.

                D.  TREAT WITH CARBON ADSORPTION; DISPOSE ONSITE VIA
                    EVAPO-TRANSPIRATION

                    CONTAMINATED WATER WOULD BE PUMPED THROUGH AN ACTIVATED
                    CARBON ADSORPTION UNIT.  THE TREATED WATER WOULD BE
                    SAMPLED AND ANALYZED PERIODICALLY TO VERIFY THE
                    EFFECTIVENESS OF THE PROCESS.  THE TREATED WATER WOULD
                    BE DISCHARGED TO THE EASTERN PORTION OF THE SITE AT A
                    RATE NOT TO EXCEED THE EVAPO-TRANSPIRATION RATE.

                E.  PUMP TO NEW LINED POND AND EVAPORATE; INCINERATE LINER

                    A NEW LINED POND WOULD BE CONSTRUCTED ON THE SITE.  THE
                    FIREWATER WOULD BE PUMPED INTO THE POND FOR
                    EVAPORATION.  THE PREFERRED PERIOD FOR EVAPORATION
                    WOULD BE FROM JUNE THROUGH SEPTEMBER WHEN EVAPORATION
                    RATES ARE THE HIGHEST.  AT THE END OF USE, THE POND
                    WOULD BE DISMANTLED AND THE LINER WOULD BE INCINERATED
                    OR DISPOSED OF IN AN APPROPRIATELY PERMITTED LANDFILL.
                    IT IS LIKELY THAT THE EVAPORATION POND WOULD BE THE
                    SAME ONE USED FOR THE MAIN IMPOUNDMENT WATER.

                F.  USE AS INCINERATION QUENCH WATER



                    THE CONTAMINATED WATER WOULD BE USED AS QUENCH WATER IN
                    THE MOBILE INCINERATOR WHILE INCINERATION OF THE SLUDGE
                    AND/OR SOILS PROCEEDS.

   III.         FACILITY AREA/BUILDINGS:

                A.  NO ACTION

                    THE EXISTING SITE STRUCTURES WOULD BE LEFT IN PLACE AND
                    EVALUATED LATER AS PART OF THE FINAL SOLUTION.

                B.  DEMOLISH, DECONTAMINATE AND DISPOSE OF DEBRIS IN AN
                    APPROVED LANDFILL

                    THE TREATMENT PLANT AND SHOP BUILDINGS ON THE SITE
                    WOULD BE DEMOLISHED (RAZED).  ASBESTOS AND ASBESTOS
                    CONTAMINATED MATERIAL WOULD BE SEGREGATED AND DISPOSED
                    OF IN AN APPROPRIATE HAZARDOUS WASTE LANDFILL.
                    BUILDING DEBRIS WOULD BE CLEANED WITH A HIGH-PRESSURE
                    WATER STREAM AND TESTED FOR RESIDUAL CONTAMINATION.
                    DEBRIS THAT IS NO LONGER CONTAMINATED WOULD BE
                    TRANSPORTED TO AN INDUSTRIAL LANDFILL.  STEEL DEBRIS
                    WOULD BE SALVAGED OR DISPOSED OF AS SCRAP AFTER THE
                    DECONTAMINATION PROCESS.  RESIDUAL ORGANIC WASTES WOULD
                    BE TREATED ACCORDING TO THEIR MEDIUM.  SLUDGE-LIKE
                    MATERIAL COULD BE TREATED THE SAME AS THE IMPOUNDMENT
                    SLUDGE, AND WATER COULD BE TREATED LIKE THE IMPOUNDMENT
                    WATER.  REMOVAL ACTIVITIES INVOLVING ASBESTOS WILL
                    REQUIRE ADHERENCE WITH STATE, FEDERAL AND LOCAL
                    REGULATIONS REGARDING ASBESTOS HANDLING PROTOCOL, WHICH
                    WILL IMPACT THE METHOD OF BUILDING DEMOLITION.

   III.         FACILITY AREA/VESSELS:

   AS NOTED IN SECTION C, THE CONTENTS OF VESSELS HAVE NOT BEEN FULLY
   CHARACTERIZED.  IN ORDER TO SELECT CLEANUP ALTERNATIVES FOR THESE
   VESSELS AND/OR THEIR CONTENTS, FURTHER CHARACTERIZATION WILL BE
   NECESSARY DURING THE PHASE III RI/FS.

                A.  NO ACTION

                    THE VESSELS WOULD BE LEFT IN PLACE WITH THEIR CONTENTS,
                    AND WOULD BE FURTHER ADDRESSED DURING PHASE III.

                B.  DISPOSE OF CONTENTS APPROPRIATELY

                    THE CONTENTS OF THE VESSELS WOULD BE EMPTIED WITH A
                    HYDRAULIC SLUDGE PUMP AND TREATED APPROPRIATELY
                    ACCORDING TO MEDIUM.  SLUDGE-LIKE MATERIALS WOULD BE
                    TREATED LIKE THE IMPOUNDMENT SLUDGE, WITH AN EMPHASIS
                    ON RECLAIMING PRODUCT WHERE POSSIBLE.  CONTAMINATED
                    WATER WOULD BE TREATED LIKE THE IMPOUNDMENT WATER.

                C.  USE AS TEMPORARY STORAGE

                    USABLE VESSELS WOULD BE EMPTIED OF THEIR CONTENTS,



                    WHICH WOULD BE TESTED AND TREATED APPROPRIATELY.  THE
                    VESSELS WOULD THEN BE DECONTAMINATED WITH A HIGH
                    PRESSURE WATER STREAM OR SOLVENT WASH.  THE VESSELS
                    WOULD EITHER REMAIN IN PLACE OR BE MOVED TO AN AREA OF
                    THE SITE WHERE THEY MIGHT BE USED IN FUTURE REMEDIATION TASKS.

                D.  DEMOLISH AND DISPOSE IN A COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL LANDFILL

                    VESSELS WOULD BE EMPTIED OF THEIR CONTENTS, WHICH WOULD
                    BE TESTED AND TREATED APPROPRIATELY.  AFTER
                    DECONTAMI-NATION, THE VESSELS WOULD BE CUT INTO
                    MANAGEABLE SIZES AND LOADED INTO ROLL-OFF BOXES AND/OR
                    DUMP TRUCKS FOR TRANSPORTATION TO AN INDUSTRIAL OR
                    COMMERCIAL LANDFILL.

                E.  DEMOLISH AND TRANSPORT TO SCRAP YARD

                    VESSELS WOULD BE EMPTIED OF THEIR CONTENTS, WHICH WOULD
                    BE TESTED AND TREATED APPROPRIATELY.  AFTER
                    DECONTAMI-NATION, THE VESSELS WOULD BE CUT INTO
                    MANAGEABLE SIZES AND LOADED INTO ROLL-OFF BOXES AND/OR
                    DUMP TRUCKS FOR TRANSPORTATION TO A SCRAP YARD.

    IV.  SURFACE SOILS/WITH ORGANIC CONTAMINATION:

   THE PHASE II RI/FS IDENTIFIED AREAS WHERE SURFACE SOILS CONTAIN ELEVATED
   LEVELS OF ORGANIC CONTAMINATION.  HOWEVER, THE DEGREE AND EXTENT OF SOIL
   CONTAMINATION HAVE NOT BEEN FULLY EVALUATED FOR THE ENTIRE SITE.
   ADDITIONALLY, AN APPROPRIATE ACTION LEVEL FOR CLEANUP OF ANY SOILS OTHER
   THAN THOSE THAT ARE VISIBLY CONTAMINATED REMAINS TO BE DETERMINED.
   CONSEQUENTLY, ALL REMEDIES ADDRESSING CONTAMINATED SURFACE SOILS WERE
   ELIMINATED DURING THE INITIAL SCREENING PROCESS, AND THE ONLY
   ALTERNATIVE THAT REMAINED WAS "NO ACTION AT THIS TIME."

                A.  NO ACTION AT THIS TIME

                    THE SOILS WOULD REMAIN IN PLACE AND BE THE SUBJECT OF
                    FURTHER STUDY DURING THE PHASE III RI/FS.  THERE IS
                    INSUFFICIENT INFORMATION TO SUPPORT REMEDY SELECTION AT
                    THIS TIME.

   IV.  SURFACE SOILS/WITH METALS CONTAMINATION:

   THE PHASE II RI/FS IDENTIFIED AREAS WHERE SURFACE SOILS CONTAIN ELEVATED
   LEVELS OF INORGANIC CONTAMINATION.  HOWEVER, THE DEGREE AND EXTENT OF
   SOIL CONTAMINATION HAVE NOT BEEN FULLY EVALUATED FOR THE ENTIRE SITE.
   ADDITIONALLY, AN APPROPRIATE ACTION LEVEL FOR CLEANUP OF SOILS REMAINS
   TO BE DETERMINED.  CONSEQUENTLY, ALL REMEDIES ADDRESSING CONTAMINATED
   SURFACE SOILS WERE ELIMINATED DURING THE INITIAL SCREENING PROCESS, AND
   THE ONLY ALTERNATIVE THAT REMAINED WAS "NO ACTION AT THIS TIME."

                A.  NO ACTION AT THIS TIME

                    THE SOILS WOULD REMAIN IN PLACE AND BE THE SUBJECT OF
                    FURTHER STUDY DURING THE PHASE III RI/FS.  THERE IS
                    INSUFFICIENT INFORMATION TO SUPPORT REMEDY SELECTION AT
                    THIS TIME.



     V.  MONITORING

   THE PERFORMANCE OF THE IMPLEMENTED OPERABLE UNIT WOULD BE MONITORED BOTH
   TO ASSURE THAT THE REMEDIES ARE EFFECTIVE AND TO COMPLY WITH ANY
   ASSOCIATED ARARS.  SPECIFIC MONITORING ACTIVITIES CANNOT BE IDENTIFIED
   UNTIL REMEDY DESIGN PHASE.

                A.  NO ACTION

                    NO MONITORING WOULD TAKE PLACE.

                B.  MONITORING PERFORMANCE OF IMPLEMENTED ACTIONS

                    A VARIETY OF REMEDY-SPECIFIC MONITORING PROCEDURES
                    WOULD BE IMPLEMENTED, DEPENDING ON THE SPECIFIC
                    REMEDIES SELECTED:

                     -  MONITORING OF SITE ACCESS RESTRICTIONS WOULD BE
                        CONDUCTED VIA PERIODIC SITE INSPECTIONS;

                     -  TEMPORARY STORAGE VESSELS, IMPOUNDMENTS, ETC. WOULD
                        BE MONITORED REGULARLY THROUGHOUT THEIR USE.

                     -  AIR EMISSIONS AND/OR ASH RESIDUES FROM ANY
                        INCINERATION PROCESS WOULD BE SAMPLED AND TESTED
                        REGULARLY TO ASSURE COMPLIANCE WITH AIR STANDARDS
                        AND THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE INCINERATION PROCESS.

                     -  THE EFFLUENT FROM ANY LIQUID TREATMENT PROCESS
                        WOULD BE SAMPLED AND ANALYZED REGULARLY TO ASSURE
                        THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE PROCESS.

                C.  GROUND WATER MONITORING

                    MONITORING TO DETERMINE THE NATURE AND EXTENT OF GROUND
                    WATER CONTAMINATION WOULD BE CONDUCTED TO ACHIEVE TWO
                    PURPOSES:

                     -  REGULARLY SCHEDULED MONITORING OF GROUND WATER
                        WOULD BE USED TO ESTABLISH BASELINE CONDITIONS
                        AGAINST WHICH FUTURE CONDITIONS WOULD BE COMPARED
                        TO SHOW THE EFFECTIVENESS OF REMEDIES.

                     -  THE PHASE III RI/FS WILL INCLUDE MONITORING OF
                        CONTAMINATION IN THE GROUND WATER AS ONE OF ITS
                        PRIMARY OBJECTIVES.

   DETAILED EVALUATION PROCESS

   THE REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES THAT PASSED THE INITIAL SCREENING
   PROCESS WERE FURTHER REFINED AND EVALUATED IN DETAIL, AS CONTEMPLATED
   UNDER SECTION 300.68(H) OF THE CURRENT NCP AND IN DIRECTIVE NUMBER
   9355.0-19 OF THE OFFICE OF SOLID WASTE AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE (OSWER).
   THIS DETAILED ANALYSIS OF EACH RAA WAS BASED ON A SET OF NINE CRITERIA
   DEVELOPED FROM THE NCP AND THE NEW SARA LANGUAGE IN CERCLA.  THESE
   CRITERIA RELATE DIRECTLY TO FACTORS MANDATED IN SECTION 121 OF CERCLA,
   PARTICULARLY SECTION 121(B)(1)(A-G).  A MAJOR PART OF THIS EVALUATION OF
   ALTERNATIVES WAS IN CONSIDERING THE MANDATE TO UTILIZE PERMANENT
   SOLUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVE TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT
   PRACTICABLE, AS SPECIFIED IN SECTION 121 OF CERCLA.



   THE NINE CRITERIA ARE LISTED AND DESCRIBED IN TABLE F-2.

   ARARS CONSIDERATIONS

   THE PHASE II RI/FS PROCESS INCLUDED AN ANALYSIS OF APPLICABLE OR
   RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARS) TO DETERMINE WHICH
   REQUIREMENTS THE VARIOUS REMEDIES FOR THIS OU AT THE BWP SITE WOULD HAVE
   TO MEET.  IN THIS ANALYSIS, MOST ARARS WERE RELATED TO SPECIFIC REMEDIES
   RATHER THAN TO CONTAMINANTS OR LOCATIONS.

   IN GENERAL, MANY OF THE REMEDIES THAT WERE CONSIDERED INVOLVED THE
   TREATMENT, STORAGE OR DISPOSAL OF LISTED AND/OR CHARACTER-ISTIC
   HAZARDOUS WASTES.  CONSEQUENTLY, THE PRIMARY ARARS FOR THIS OU ARE
   FEDERAL RCRA LAWS AND REGULATIONS, OR THEIR STATE COUNTER-PARTS.  THE
   STATE OF COLORADO HAS BEEN DELEGATED RCRA AUTHORITY; HOWEVER, THE STATE
   HAS YET TO IMPLEMENT HSWA REQUIREMENTS.  THEREFORE, FOR SOME REMEDIAL
   ACTIONS, FEDERAL RCRA REQUIREMENTS ARE MORE STRINGENT AND ARE THE PROPER
   ARARS TO BE CONSIDERED.  THE SPECIFIC ARARS CONSIDERED FOR EACH REMEDIAL
   ACTION ALTERNATIVE ARE LISTED IN TABLE F-3.  SOME DISCUSSION OF THOSE
   ARARS FOLLOWS:

   FOR THOSE REMEDIES RELATING TO SITE ACCESS, THE APPLICABLE REGULATIONS
   FOR SITE SECURITY ARE FOUND IN 6 CCR 1007-3 SECTION 264.14.  IN
   PARTICULAR, THIS SECTION ESTABLISHES MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS FOR
   RESTRICTING SITE ACCESS TO HAZARDOUS WASTE FACILITIES.

   THE ALTERNATIVES WHICH ADDRESS THE CONTENTS OF THE IMPOUNDMENTS WILL
   GENERALLY INVOLVE THE TREATMENT OR DISPOSAL OF THE LISTED K001 SLUDGE.
   THE WATER AND OIL IN THE IMPOUNDMENTS IS NOT A LISTED HAZARDOUS WASTE;
   HOWEVER, THESE LIQUIDS CONTAIN HAZARDOUS CONSTITUENTS AND THE REMEDIES
   WERE EVALUATED ON THE BASIS OF THEIR ABILITY TO TREAT THESE LIQUIDS AS
   IF THEY WERE A HAZARDOUS WASTE.

   THE IMPOUNDMENT REMEDIES ARE ALL SUBJECT TO SPECIFIC DESIGN AND
   OPERATING REQUIREMENTS APPLICABLE TO THE PARTICULAR REMEDIES BEING
   EVALUATED.  FOR INCINERATION, THESE REQUIREMENTS ARE FOUND AT 6 CCR
   1007-3 PART 264 SUBPART O.  FOR SURFACE IMPOUNDMENTS AND WASTE PILES,
   DESIGN AND OPERATING REQUIREMENTS ARE FOUND IN MORE STRINGENT FEDERAL
   REGULATIONS IN 40 CFR SS264 SUBPARTS K AND L, RESPECTIVELY.

   FOR THE K001 SLUDGE, HSWA LAND DISPOSAL RESTRICTIONS ARE APPLICABLE.  IN
   THE MAY 17, 1988 FEDERAL REGISTER, DRAFT REGULATIONS PROPOSED THE
   FOLLOWING TREATMENT STANDARDS TO DEFINE BEST DEMONSTRATED AVAILABLE
   TECHNOLOGY (BDAT) FOR DISPOSAL OF K001 WASTE AFTER INCINERATION:

       CONSTITUENT     TOTAL COMPOSITION (MG/KG)  TCLP (MG/L)

              NAPHTHALENE             7.98                   NA
              PENTACHLOROPHENOL      36.75                   NA
              PHENANTHRENE            7.98                   NA
              PYRENE                  7.28                   NA
              TOLUENE                 0.143                  NA
              XYLENES                 0.162                  NA
              COPPER                  NA                     0.71
              LEAD                    NA                     0.53
              ZINC                    NA                     0.066

   FOR THOSE REMEDIES INVOLVING TREATMENT OF CONTAMINATED WATER, THE
   PROVISIONS OF 6 CCR SECTION 261.3 WOULD APPLY TO DETERMINING WHETHER THE
   WATER TREATED BY CARBON ABSORPTION IS STILL A HAZARDOUS WASTE AFTER SUCH
   TREATMENT.  IF THE TREATED WATER IS A HAZARDOUS WASTE AS DEFINED IN THE



   APPLICABLE REGULATIONS, THEN SUBSEQUENT LAND TREATMENT OF THE WATER
   WOULD BE SUBJECT TO THE REQUIREMENTS OF 6 CCR 1007-3 PART 264 SUBPART M.

   IN COMPLIANCE WITH EPA'S OFFSITE POLICY, ALL ALTERNATIVES WHICH INCLUDE
   OFFSITE DISPOSAL OF CONTAMINANTS AND TREATMENT RESIDUES WOULD BE
   REQUIRED TO HAVE SUCH DISPOSAL OCCUR AT A LICENSED RCRA FACILITY.

   THE TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL OF ASBESTOS IS COVERED BY STATE REGULATION
   NUMBER 8, WHICH REQUIRES NOTIFICATION OF THE AIR POLLUTION CONTROL
   DIVISION PRIOR TO UNDERTAKING ASBESTOS REMOVAL ACTIVITIES.  STATE
   REGULATION NUMBER 1 REGULATES FUGITIVE DUST EMISSIONS AND WOULD BE
   APPLICABLE TO ANY DEMOLITION PROCESS.

   THERE MAY BE OTHER LISTED WASTES IN SOME OF THE VESSELS IN THE TREATMENT
   FACILITY AREA, AND RCRA REGULATIONS ARE LIKELY TO LIST SOME OTHER
   MATERIALS OR WASTES RELATING TO THE SITE IN THE NEAR FUTURE.

   COSTS ANALYSIS

   CONSISTENT WITH THE CERCLA MANDATE FOR COST-EFFECTIVE REMEDIES, ALL THE
   RAAS WERE EVALUATED ON THE BASIS OF COST-EFFECTIVENESS.  COSTS
   ASSOCIATED WITH EACH OF THE REMEDIES UNDER CONSIDERATION ARE SUMMARIZED
   IN TABLE F-4.

   IN COMPARING COSTS AMONG DIFFERENT REMEDIES, ONLY REMEDIES WITH SIMILAR
   RESULTS OR MAIN FEATURES HAVE BEEN COMPARED.

   RESULTS OF THE DETAILED EVALUATION

   THE RESULTS OF THE DETAILED EVALUATION OF EACH REMEDY AGAINST THE NINE
   CRITERIA ARE FOUND IN TABLE F-5.  THE FOLLOWING DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS
   THE RESULTS PRESENTED IN THE TABLE:

   FOR THE SITE ACCESS REMEDIES, THE POSTING NOTICE REMEDY SCORED HIGH, BUT
   IT WAS NOTED THAT THIS COULD NOT BE THE SOLE COMPONENT OF THE SITE
   ACCESS REMEDY.  FENCING THE ENTIRE SITE SCORED HIGHEST AMONG THE OTHER
   REMEDIES, PARTICULARLY BECAUSE OF ITS OVERALL PROTECTIVENESS,
   IMPLEMENTABILITY, AND LOW COST.

   AMONG THE IMPOUNDMENT REMEDIES, ONSITE INCINERATION WAS RATED HIGH FOR
   BOTH THE SLUDGE AND THE OIL BASED ON ITS PERMANENCE, PROTECTIVENESS,
   REDUCTION OF TMV, AND RELATIVE LOW COST.

   CARBON TREATMENT, THE NEW LINED POND AND THE QUENCH WATER OPTIONS WERE
   ALL RATED HIGHLY FOR ADDRESSING CONTAMINATED WATER, ALTHOUGH THERE WERE
   SOME CONCERNS ABOUT EACH OF THEM.

   SEVERAL RAAS SCORED HIGH FOR ADDRESSING THE IMPOUNDMENT SOILS, WITH
   ONSITE INCINERATION AND ONSITE MANAGEMENT BOTH SHOWING FAVORABLE
   QUALITIES BECAUSE OF PERMANENCE AND IMPLEMENTABILITY, RESPECTIVELY.

   IN THE FACILITIES AREA, THE RAAS TO TREAT THE FIREWATER WERE RATED
   SIMILARLY TO THE IMPOUNDMENT WATER RAAS.  FOR THE RAAS ADDRESSING BOTH
   BUILDINGS AND THE VESSELS, NO PARTICULAR REMEDY STOOD OUT, MOSTLY
   BECAUSE OF THE UNKNOWNS ASSOCIATED WITH THIS SEGMENT OF THE SITE.

   FOR THE SURFACE SOILS, THE DETAILED ANALYSIS WAS SEVERELY HAMPERED BY
   THE LACK OF INFORMATION ON THE FULL NATURE AND EXTENT OF THE
   CONTAMINATION IN THAT MEDIUM.



   #CI
   COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

   1.         EPA'S COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT PROGRAM FOR THE BWP SITE

   IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF CERCLA AND THE NCP, EPA AND THE
   STATE OF COLORADO HAVE CONDUCTED A PROGRAM TO KEEP NEARBY RESIDENTS AND
   OTHER INDIVIDUALS WITH AN INTEREST IN THE BWP SITE INFORMED ABOUT THE
   ONGOING STUDIES AND PROPOSED REMEDIES.  THIS PROGRAM HAS INCLUDED THE
   FOLLOWING:

              A.  DEVELOPING A LIST OF ALL NEARBY RESIDENTS AND OTHER
                  PERSONS INTERESTED IN ACTIVITIES AT THE SITE.

              B.  WORKING WITH MUNICIPAL AND OTHER LOCAL AGENCIES TO KEEP
                  GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS INFORMED ABOUT SITE ISSUES AND
                  ACTIVITIES.

              C.  ESTABLISHING REPOSITORIES OF KEY INFORMATION RELATING TO
                  THE SITE, INCLUDING RI/FS REPORTS, THE PROPOSED PLAN,
                  COMMENTS, RESPONSES AND OTHER DOCUMENTS SO THAT THE
                  PUBLIC WOULD HAVE READY ACCESS TO THE INFORMATION.

              D.  PREPARING AND DISTRIBUTING NEWS RELEASES OF SIGNIFICANT
                  EVENTS DURING THE ONGOING ACTIVITIES AT THE SITE.

              E.  MEETING WITH NEARBY RESIDENTS, NEIGHBORS AND LOCAL
                  OFFICIALS TO DISCUSS ANY CONCERNS THAT THEY MAY HAVE.

              F.  MAILING TWO FACT SHEETS TO ALL INDIVIDUALS ON THE MAILING
                  LIST.  THE FIRST FACT SHEET, IN JANUARY 1987, DESCRIBED
                  THE SITE AND ONGOING RI/FS ACTIVITIES.  THE SECOND FACT
                  SHEET, IN DECEMBER 1987, ANNOUNCED EPA'S PROPOSED PLAN
                  FOR AN INTERIM REMEDY AT THE BWP SITE.

              G.  ANNOUNCING THE PROPOSED PLAN IN A LOCAL NEWSPAPER SO THAT
                  PERSONS NOT ON THE MAILING LIST MIGHT BE INFORMED.

              H.  CONDUCTING A PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD ON THE PROPOSED PLAN.
                  THE COMMENT PERIOD WAS FROM FEBRUARY 10 THROUGH MARCH 4,
                  1988.  A PUBLIC MEETING WAS HELD NEAR THE SITE ON
                  FEBRUARY 22, 1988.

              I.  RESPONDING TO THE COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC
                  COMMENT PERIOD AND AT THE PUBLIC MEETING.

              J.  CONDUCTING A DOMESTIC WELL SAMPLING PROGRAM TO DETERMINE
                  WHETHER ANY SITE-RELATED CONTAMINANTS HAD REACHED ANY OF
                  THE OFFSITE WELLS.

   2.  COMMUNITY CONCERNS AT THE BWP SITE

   THE LEVEL OF INTEREST IN THE COMMUNITY ABOUT THE BWP SITE HAS BEEN
   RELATIVELY LOW.  THIS HAS BEEN DUE PRIMARILY TO THE INDUSTRIAL CHARACTER
   OF MUCH OF THE SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND THE RELATIVELY SPARSE
   RESIDENTIAL POPULATION NEARBY.

   APPROXIMATELY 25 PEOPLE ATTENDED THE PUBLIC MEETING DURING THE COMMENT
   PERIOD ON THE PROPOSED PLAN.  WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED PLAN WERE
   RECEIVED FROM ONLY A FEW INDIVIDUALS AND/OR COMPANIES.  THESE COMMENTS
   SHOWED THAT COMMUNITY CONCERNS WERE GENERALLY RELATED TO THE FOLLOWING
   MAJOR TOPICS:



              A.  MUCH CONCERN HAS BEEN VOICED BY OWNERS OF PROPERTY
                  IMMEDIATELY ADJACENT TO THE BWP SITE BECAUSE OF THEIR
                  CONCERN ABOUT IMPACTS FROM THE SITE.  OF PARTICULAR NOTE
                  WAS THE CONCERN THAT EITHER CURRENT SITE CONDITIONS OR
                  SOME COMPONENT OF THE PREFERRED REMEDY WOULD EXACERBATE
                  THE POTENTIAL FOR GROUND WATER OR OTHER CONTAMINATION TO
                  MOVE OFFSITE TO THE NORTH.   THESE CONCERNS WERE RELATED
                  TO, AMONG OTHER THINGS, THE PREFERRED REMEDY TO DISPOSE
                  OF TREATED WATER ONSITE THROUGH EVAPO-TRANSPIRATION.

              B.  ANOTHER SIGNIFICANT CONCERN WAS THAT CONTAMINATION THAT
                  MAY HAVE ALREADY MOVED OFFSITE SHOULD BE ADDRESSED AS
                  SOON AS POSSIBLE, AND THAT THE INTERIM REMEDIES BEING
                  CONSIDERED SHOULD NOT INTERFERE WITH PHASE III STUDIES
                  AND REMEDY IMPLEMENTATION.

              C.  THERE WERE ALSO SOME CONCERNS ABOUT THE IMPACT OF FISHER
                  DITCH ON THE SITE, BOTH AS A IMPEDIMENT AND AS AN AID TO
                  OFFSITE MIGRATION OF CONTAMINANTS.

              D.  BIC AND ITS CONSULTANTS HAVE OFFERED VOLUMINOUS TECHNICAL
                  COMMENTS ON THE PREFERRED REMEDY.  THEIR BASIC OBJECTION
                  TO THE REMEDY WAS THAT IT WAS PREMATURE TO SELECT
                  INCINERATION FOR ADDRESSING EITHER THE SLUDGE OR THE
                  SOILS.  BIC'S COMMENTS ARE DOCUMENTED MORE THOROUGHLY IN
                  THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD AND WILL NOT BE DISCUSSED IN
                  DETAIL IN THIS PORTION OF THE ROD.

   OTHER COMMUNITY CONCERNS RELATING TO THE ONGOING PHASE III RI/FS, THE
   DETAILS OF REMEDY IMPLEMENTATION, REMEDY COSTS AND MONITORING ARE
   DISCUSSED IN DETAIL IN THE ATTACHED COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT RESPONSIVENESS
   SUMMARY.

   EPA RESPONSE TO COMMUNITY CONCERNS

   EPA'S RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL CONCERNS AND ISSUES RAISED DURING THE
   PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD ARE PRESENTED IN THE ATTACHED COMMUNITY
   INVOLVEMENT RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY.  OF PARTICULAR NOTE ARE THE FOLLOWING:

              A.  EPA'S PROPOSED REMEDY WAS DESIGNED TO DECREASE THE
                  POTENTIAL IMPACT OF THE BWP SITE ON THE ADJACENT
                  PROPERTIES.  BUILT INTO THE WATER DISPOSITION REMEDY, FOR
                  EXAMPLE, IS THE MECHANISM THAT WATER WILL BE APPLIED AT
                  LESS THAN THE EVAPO-TRANSPIRATION RATE FOR THE SITE.

              B.  EPA SHARES THE COMMUNITY'S CONCERN THAT PHASE III OF THE
                  RI/FS SHOULD PROCEED WITHOUT INTERFERENCE FROM THE
                  PROPOSED PLAN, AND HAS SELECTED REMEDIES THAT WILL MEET
                  THIS CRITERION.  NONE OF THE REMEDY COMPONENTS SHOULD
                  INTERFERE WITH PHASE III.

                  EPA RECOGNIZES THAT THE OFFSITE CONTAMINATION TO BE
                  CHARACTERIZED IN THE PHASE III RI/FS WILL LIKELY BE OF
                  GREATER IMPACT THAN THE CONTAMINATION BEING ADDRESSED BY
                  THIS OU, AND IT IS EPA'S INTENT TO HAVE THE PHASE III
                  RI/FS PROCEED AS EXPEDITIOUSLY AS POSSIBLE.  HOWEVER, EPA
                  BELIEVES THAT IT IS PRUDENT TO REMEDY SOME OF THESE VERY
                  CONCENTRATED SOURCES OF CONTAMINATION AS SOON AS
                  POSSIBLE.

              C.  EPA CONCURS THAT THE RELATIONSHIP OF FISHER DITCH WITH
                  THE SITE'S GROUND WATER REGIME HAS YET TO FULLY
                  CHARACTERIZED, AND INTENDS FOR THIS TO BE ADDRESSED IN



                  THE PHASE III RI/FS.

              D.  EPA'S RESPONSES TO BIC'S COMMENTS ON THE PREFERRED REMEDY
                  ARE PRESENTED IN DETAIL IN THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD AND
                  SUMMARIZED IN CHAPTER J, RATIONALE FOR THE SELECTED
                  REMEDY.

   OTHER EPA RESPONSES TO PUBLIC COMMENTS ARE PRESENTED IN THE ATTACHED
   COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY REPORT.

   #CSPP
   CHANGES SINCE THE PROPOSED PLAN

   1.         THE PROPOSED PLAN

   ON FEBRUARY 10, 1988, EPA PUBLISHED AND SOLICITED COMMENT ON ITS
   PROPOSED PLAN AND PREFERRED REMEDY FOR INTERIM CLEANUP OF THE
   CONTAMINATION AT THE BWP SITE.  THE PREFERRED REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
   INCLUDED:

               -  ERECTING A SECURITY FENCE AROUND THE ENTIRE SITE;

               -  POSTING WARNING SIGNS AROUND THE PERIMETER;

               -  EXCAVATING AND INCINERATING THE IMPOUNDMENT SLUDGE AND OIL;

               -  TREATING THE CONTAMINATED WATER IN THE MAIN IMPOUNDMENT
                  WITH CARBON ADSORPTION AND DISPOSING OF IT ONSITE;

               -  EXCAVATING AND EITHER INCINERATING OR STOCKPILING THE
                  VISIBLY CONTAMINATED SOILS UNDER THE IMPOUNDMENTS;

               -  FILTERING THE "FIREWATER" TO REMOVE ASBESTOS FIBERS,
                  TREATING THE FILTERED WATER IN THE CARBON ADSORPTION UNIT
                  AND DISPOSING OF THE TREATED WATER ONSITE;

               -  DEMOLISHING THE TREATMENT PLANT AND SHOP BUILDINGS; AND

               -  MONITORING THE PERFORMANCE OF THE REMEDIES.

   2.         CHANGES SINCE THE PROPOSED PLAN

   THERE HAVE BEEN A FEW CHANGES SINCE EPA'S PUBLISHING OF THE PROPOSED
   PLAN.  MOST OF THE CHANGES HAVE RESULTED FROM NEW INFORMATION RECEIVED
   BY EPA SINCE THE PLAN WAS PUBLISHED.  THE CHANGES INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING:

              A.  EPA HAS DECIDED TO ADDRESS ALL CONTAMINATED WATER AT THE
                  SITE, INCLUDING BOTH THE WATER IN THE MAIN IMPOUNDMENT
                  AND THE FIREWATER, BY COMBINING THE PREFERRED CARBON
                  ADSORPTION TREATMENT OPTION WITH A NEW DISPOSAL METHOD.
                  THE NEW DISPOSAL METHOD WILL BE USING THE TREATED WATER
                  AS INCINERATION QUENCH WATER.  EPA IS RETAINING AS ITS
                  SECOND OPTION THE TREATMENT OF THE WATER WITH CARBON
                  ADSORPTION, FOLLOWED BY ONSITE EVAPO-TRANSPIRATION.

              B.  EPA HAS REFINED ITS DECISION ON THE VOLUME OF VISIBLY
                  CONTAMINATED SOILS BENEATH THE MAIN AND SECONDARY
                  IMPOUNDMENTS.  THE CUTOFF VOLUME FOR INCINERATION OF
                  THESE SOILS WILL BE 2,500 YD3.  IF THE VOLUME OF VISIBLY
                  CONTAMINATED SOILS IS DETERMINED TO BE LARGER THAN THIS,



                  THE ENTIRE VOLUME OF SOILS WILL BE STORED TEMPORARILY
                  ONSITE IN A RCRA WASTE PILE, WHILE THE PHASE III RI/FS
                  PROCEEDS.

              C.  EPA HAS CONCLUDED THAT NOT ENOUGH INFORMATION IS
                  AVAILABLE TO SUPPORT SELECTION OF A REMEDY IN THE
                  FACILITIES AREA, PARTICULARLY FOR THE BUILDINGS AND
                  VESSELS.  EPA BELIEVES THAT SUCH INFORMATION COULD BE
                  GATHERED IN A RELATIVELY SHORT PERIOD OF TIME AFTER THIS
                  RECORD OF DECISION, AND A REMOVAL-TYPE OF REMEDY COULD BE
                  IMPLEMENTED AT THAT TIME.

              D.  THERE HAVE ALSO BEEN A FEW MINOR CHANGES IN THE COST OF
                  THE PREFERRED REMEDY, AS EPA HAS REFINED THE COST
                  INFORMATION FOR SOME OF THE COMPONENTS.

   3.         RECENT INFORMATION

   AFTER THE CLOSE OF THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD, BIC SUBMITTED NEW DATA AND
   INFORMATION CONCERNING THE BIORECLAMATION REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE AND ASKED
   EPA TO CONSIDER THIS REMEDY FOR ADDRESSING THE IMPOUNDMENT CONTENTS.  IN
   THE PHASE II RI/FS, BIC HAD PRESENTED BIORECLAMATION AS AN ALTERNATIVE
   FOR SOILS, BUT NOT FOR IMPOUNDMENT SLUDGE.

   EPA HAS REVIEWED THIS INFORMATION AND HAS CONCLUDED THAT THERE IS
   INSUFFICIENT CAUSE AT THIS TIME TO MAKE SIGNIFICANT CHANGES IN THE
   SELECTED REMEDY BASED ON THE NEW DATA.  EPA CONCURS THAT BIORECLAMATION
   IS A VIABLE ALTERNATIVE FOR SOILS, AND EXPECTS THIS RAA TO BE A MAJOR
   FOCUS OF THE PHASE III RI/FS.  HOWEVER, EPA HAS CONCLUDED THAT THIS NEW
   INFORMATION IS NOT SUFFICIENT TO SUPPORT A CHANGE IN THE REMEDY FOR THE
   IMPOUNDMENT SLUDGE.  MOST OF THE INFORMATION SUBMITTED BY BIC CONCERNS
   BIORECLAMATION OF CONTAMINATED SOILS RATHER THAN SLUDGE.  SELECTION OF
   BIORECLAMA-TION FOR SLUDGE WOULD HAVE REQUIRED MUCH MORE EXTENSIVE
   FEASIBILITY STUDY WORK AND DATA SHOWING ITS EFFECTIVENESS FOR SUCH A
   HEAVY CONCENTRATION OF CONTAMINANTS.

   #DSR
   DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

   BASED ON THE CURRENTLY AVAILABLE RI/FS INFORMATION, EPA HAS CONCLUDED
   THAT SEVERAL REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES (RAAS) ARE NECESSARY TO
   PROTECT HUMAN HEALTH, WELFARE, AND THE ENVIRONMENT, AND SHOULD BE
   IMPLEMENTED AS AN "OPERABLE UNIT" AT THE BWP SITE.  ALL OF THE REMEDIES
   FALL WITHIN THE SCOPE OF THE SOURCE CONTROL AND DIRECT CONTACT MEASURES
   CONTEMPLATED BY THE REVISED AND SUPPLEMENTAL RI/FS REPORTS.

   CONSISTENT WITH THE EARLIER PARTS OF THIS DOCUMENT, THE SELECTED
   REMEDIES WILL BE PRESENTED USING THE FIVE SEGMENT PROCESS DISCUSSED
   PREVIOUSLY.  A SUMMARY TABLE OF THE SELECTED REMEDIES AND THEIR
   ASSOCIATED COSTS IS PRESENTED IN TABLE I-1.

   1.  SITE ACCESS

   EPA HAS CONCLUDED THAT ACCESS TO THE SITE SHOULD BE RESTRICTED BY A FULL
   SECURITY FENCE AROUND THE ENTIRE SITE.  THE FENCE SHOULD BE A SIX-FEET
   HIGH CHAIN LINK SECURITY TYPE FENCE WITH THREE STRANDS OF BARBED WIRE ON TOP.

   EPA IS ALSO SELECTING THE POSTING OF 20 SIGNS WITH THE WARNING:
   "DANGER - HAZARDOUS WASTE - UNAUTHORIZED PERSONNEL KEEP OUT" TO



   PROVIDE AN ADDITIONAL DETERRENT TO SITE ENTRY.  THE SIGNS WILL BE
   LEGIBLE FROM 50 FEET, AND WILL BE IN ENGLISH.

   THE COST OF THE FENCE AND WARNING SIGNS IS ESTIMATED AT $77,800.

   2.  IMPOUNDMENTS

   EPA HAS CONCLUDED THAT THE CONTENTS OF THE MAIN AND SECONDARY
   IMPOUNDMENTS SHOULD BE REMOVED AND TREATED TO MITIGATE THEIR POTENTIAL
   TO CONTRIBUTE FURTHER CONTAMINATION TO THE SITE OR OFFSITE ENVIRONMENT.

              A.  MAIN AND SECONDARY IMPOUNDMENT SLUDGE

   THE REMEDY THAT EPA IS SELECTING TO ADDRESS THE APPROXIMATELY 4000 YD3
   OF SLUDGE IN THE MAIN AND SECONDARY IMPOUNDMENTS IS TO REMOVE THE SLUDGE
   FROM THE IMPOUNDMENTS AND INCINERATE THEM IN AN ONSITE MOBILE THERMAL
   INCINERATOR.  THE RESIDUE (ASH) FROM THIS PROCESS WILL BE TESTED TO
   ASSURE THAT IT MEETS BDAT LEVELS AND THEN SHIPPED TO A PERMITTED
   HAZARDOUS WASTE LANDFILL.

   FOR THE RESIDUE FROM INCINERATION OF K001 WASTES TO MEET BDAT, THE
   MAXIMUM FOR ANY SINGLE GRAB SAMPLE MUST NOT EXCEED:

                  CONSTITUENT     TOTAL COMPOSITION (MG/KG)  TCLP (MG/L)

              NAPHTHALENE             7.98                   NA
              PENTACHLOROPHENOL      36.75                   NA
              PHENANTHRENE            7.98                   NA
              PYRENE                  7.28                   NA
              TOLUENE                 0.143                  NA
              XYLENES                 0.162                  NA
              COPPER                  NA                     0.71
              LEAD                    NA                     0.53
              ZINC                    NA                     0.066

   THE ABILITY OF THE INCINERATION ASH TO MEET THESE LEVELS WILL BE
   CONFIRMED DURING A TEST BURN OF THE SLUDGE.  IT IS POSSIBLE THAT SOME
   STABILIZATION OF THE ASH WILL BE REQUIRED IF THE LEVELS ARE NOT
   ACHIEVABLE WITHOUT STABILIZATION.

   THE REMEDY WILL BE DESIGNED TO ACHIEVE COMPLIANCE WITH ALL APPLICABLE OR
   RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE STATE AND FEDERAL REGULATIONS, PARTICULARLY
   THOSE PERTAINING TO OPERATION OF INCINERATORS.  ALTHOUGH A PERMIT WILL
   NOT BE REQUIRED, THE REMEDY WILL HAVE TO MEET THE SUBSTANTIVE
   REQUIREMENTS OF THE REGULATIONS.

   THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS REMEDY WILL ALSO BE CLOSELY COORDINATED WITH
   THE APPROPRIATE FEDERAL AND STATE AIR POLLUTION CONTROL AUTHORITIES TO
   ASSURE THAT APPLICABLE AIR POLLUTION CONTROLS AND MONITORING MEASURES
   ARE IMPLEMENTED DURING THE INCINERATION PROCESS.  THIS WILL INCLUDE
   WHATEVER STACK TESTING AND QUALITY ASSURANCE PROCEDURES ARE APPROPRIATE
   FOR THE INCINERATION PROCESS.

   COST ESTIMATES FOR THIS REMEDY ARE VARIABLE, DEPENDING ON THE SOURCE,
   AND RANGE FROM $1.4 TO $2.2 MILLION.

              B.  MAIN IMPOUNDMENT OIL

   EPA IS SELECTING ONSITE INCINERATION AS THE REMEDY TO ADDRESS THE
   APPROXIMATELY 3000 GALLONS OF OIL ON THE SURFACE OF THE MAIN
   IMPOUNDMENT.  THE OIL WOULD BE MIXED WITH AND INCINERATED WITH THE MAIN



   AND SECONDARY IMPOUNDMENT SLUDGE.  RESIDUES FROM THIS PROCESS WOULD BE
   MIXED IN WITH THE SLUDGE RESIDUES AND WOULD BE HANDLED THE SAME AS THE
   ASH FROM THE SLUDGE.

   THE COST OF INCINERATING THE OIL WOULD BE APPROXIMATELY $9,100.

              C.  MAIN IMPOUNDMENT WATER

   EPA'S PREFERRED REMEDY FOR THE CONTAMINATED WATER IN THE MAIN
   IMPOUNDMENT IS TO TREAT THE WATER IN A CARBON ADSORPTION FILTRATION UNIT
   AND THEN USE THE WATER AS QUENCH WATER FOR THE INCINERATION PROCESS.
   THE USED CARBON FILTERS WOULD BE REGENERATED OR DISPOSED IN AN APPROVED
   LANDFILL.  IT IS POSSIBLE THAT A SMALL STORAGE POND MAY HAVE TO BE BUILT
   AS PART OF THE TREATMENT PLANT.

   IT IS ANTICIPATED THAT THE TREATED WATER WILL HAVE LITTLE OR NO
   CONTAMINATION IN IT WHEN IT IS ADDED AS QUENCH WATER.  IF THERE IS ANY
   CONTAMINATION, IT WOULD MIX WITH THE RESIDUES OF THE SLUDGE AND BE
   HANDLED ACCORDINGLY.

   EPA IS KEEPING THE OPTION OF TREATING THE WATER WITH A CARBON ADSORPTION
   UNIT AND DISCHARGING IT ON THE SITE THROUGH AN ABOVE-GROUND SPRINKLER
   SYSTEM.  AS PART OF THIS REMEDY THE RATE OF APPLICATION WOULD NOT EXCEED
   THE EVAPO-TRANSPIRATION RATE.

   IF THE ONSITE DISCHARGE REMEDY IS TO BE IMPLEMENTED, A PILOT TEST WILL
   BE CONDUCTED BEFOREHAND TO DETERMINE WHETHER THE CONTAMINANTS IN THE
   WATER WOULD BE REDUCED TO NON-HAZARDOUS LEVELS.  THE GOAL WOULD BE TO
   REDUCE THE HAZARDOUS CONSTITUENTS IN THE WATER TO NON-DETECTABLE LEVELS
   TO COMPLY WITH STATE ARARS.  IF NON-DETECTABLE LEVELS COULD NOT BE MET,
   EPA WOULD WAIVE THE ARARS AND TREAT TO MAXIMUM CONCENTRATION LIMITS
   (MCLS) UNDER THE SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT.  THE BASIS FOR THIS WAIVER
   WOULD BE THAT THIS IS AN INTERIM REMEDY.  MORE DISCUSSION OF THIS ISSUE
   IS CONTAINED IN CHAPTER J.

   THE QUENCH WATER REMEDY WOULD COST ABOUT $22,000 (INCLUDING THE CARBON
   TREATMENT), WHILE THE ONSITE DISCHARGE OPTION WOULD COST ABOUT $29,000
   (INCLUDING THE CARBON TREATMENT).

              D.  VISIBLY CONTAMINATED SOILS BENEATH THE IMPOUNDMENTS

   EPA HAS CONCLUDED THAT THE VISIBLY CONTAMINATED SOILS BENEATH THE MAIN
   AND SECONDARY IMPOUNDMENTS SHOULD BE REMOVED FROM CONTACT WITH THE
   GROUND WATER REGIME, AND IS SELECTING TWO DIFFERENT REMEDIES TO ADDRESS
   THIS CONTAMINATION.  ONLY ONE OF THE REMEDIES WILL BE IMPLEMENTED.  THE
   CHOICE OF WHICH OPTION TO IMPLEMENT WILL BE BASED ON INFORMATION TO BE
   GATHERED DURING THE DESIGN STAGE OF THE REMEDY.

   THE KEY PIECE OF INFORMATION THAT NEEDS TO BE GATHERED IS THE ACTUAL
   VOLUME OF THE VISIBLY CONTAMINATED SOIL.  AS NOTED EARLIER IN THIS
   DOCUMENT, THERE ARE CURRENTLY INSUFFICIENT DATA TO DETERMINE THE VOLUME
   OF THE VISIBLY CONTAMINATED SOILS BENEATH THE IMPOUNDMENTS.  THE VOLUME
   HAS BEEN ESTIMATED TO BE AS LARGE AS 31,000 YD3.

   EPA IS THEREFORE INCLUDING A DECISION TREE IN THE SELECTION OF A REMEDY
   FOR THESE SOILS.  THE TWO OPTIONS, AND THE CONDITIONS ON WHICH THEY ARE
   BASED, ARE:

   1.         IF THE VOLUME OF THE VISIBLY CONTAMINATED SOILS DOES NOT
              EXCEED 2,500 YD:

              THE SOILS WOULD BE EXCAVATED AND INCINERATED ONSITE, USING



              THE SAME SMALL-QUANTITY MOBILE UNIT BEING USED FOR THE
              IMPOUNDMENT SLUDGE AND OIL.  THE ASH FROM THE PROCESS WOULD
              BE TESTED AND EITHER DISPOSED ONSITE OR SHIPPED TO A
              HAZARDOUS WASTE LANDFILL.

              THE COST OF THE INCINERATION OPTION IS ESTIMATED AT $1.3 MILLION.

   2.         IF THE VOLUME OF THE VISIBLY CONTAMINATED SOILS DOES EXCEED
              2,500 YD3:

              THE SOILS WILL BE EXCAVATED AND MANAGED ONSITE IN A
              TEMPORARY WASTE PILE, STOCKPILING THEM ON A TEMPORARY LINER
              IN THE SECONDARY IMPOUNDMENTS.  IN COMPLIANCE WITH STATE
              ARARS, THIS LINER WILL BE A SINGLE LINER WITH A LEACHATE
              COLLECTION SYSTEM.  THERE WILL BE A FLEXIBLE SYNTHETIC
              MEMBRANE COVER OVER THE PILE.

              THE COST OF THIS SECOND OPTION HAS BEEN ESTIMATED TO RANGE
              FROM $745,000 TO $959,000.  THESE COSTS WOULD BE REDUCED
              SIGNIFICANTLY IF THE VOLUME WERE SIGNIFICANTLY LESS THAN THE
              HIGHEST ESTIMATE OF 30,700 YD3.

   THE ACTUAL VOLUME OF VISIBLY CONTAMINATED SOIL WILL BE ESTIMATED DURING
   REMEDIAL DESIGN WITH INFORMATION FROM SOIL BORINGS AND WILL BE
   DETERMINED WITH CERTAINTY WHEN THE OVERBURDEN IS REMOVED DURING REMEDIAL
   ACTIVITIES.  THE DEPRESSION LEFT BY REMOVAL OF THE SOILS WOULD NOT BE
   BACKFILLED (EXCEPT WHERE THE STOCKPILE IS LOCATED) TO ALLOW ACCESS TO
   OTHER (LESS THAN VISIBLY CONTAMINATED) SOILS UNDER THE IMPOUNDMENTS.

   3.         FACILITY AREA (BUILDINGS, VESSELS, ETC.)

              A.  FIREWATER

   EPA HAS CONCLUDED THAT THE "FIREWATER" PROBLEM SHOULD BE REMEDIED AS
   PART OF THIS FIRST OPERABLE UNIT AT THE BWP SITE.  THE REMEDIES SELECTED
   AND DESCRIBED BELOW WILL ALSO APPLY TO ANY OTHER CONTAMINATED WATER THAT
   MAY BE PRODUCED OR GENERATED DURING THE BUILDING DEMOLITION AND
   DECONTAMINATION PROCESS.

   THE "FIREWATER" WILL BE FILTERED TO REMOVE ANY ASBESTOS FIBERS.  THE
   FILTER WILL BE DISPOSED OF IN A LANDFILL LICENSED FOR SUCH DISPOSAL.

   THE FILTERED WATER WILL THEN BE TREATED USING THE SAME ACTIVATED CARBON
   ADSORPTION FILTER SYSTEM USED FOR THE IMPOUNDMENT WATER.  THE TREATED
   WATER WILL ALSO BE DISPOSED OF IN THE SAME MANNER AS THE TREATED
   IMPOUNDMENT WATER DISCUSSED ABOVE: IT WILL EITHER BE USED AS QUENCH
   WATER FOR THE MOBILE INCINERATOR OR DISCHARGED ONSITE TO A VEGETATED
   PORTION OF THE SITE FOR EVAPO-TRANSPIRATION.  THE RATE OF APPLICATION
   WILL BE REGULATED NOT TO EXCEED THE NATURAL EVAPO-TRANSPIRATION CAPACITY
   OF THE AREA.

   THE COST OF THE ASBESTOS FILTRATION PORTION OF THIS RAA WILL BE ABOUT
   $8,400.  THE COST OF EITHER CARBON TREATMENT/DISPOSAL OPTION WOULD BE AN
   ADDITIONAL $2,000.

              B.  BUILDINGS

   EPA HAS CONCLUDED THAT NOT ENOUGH INFORMATION EXISTS TO SUPPORT
   SELECTION OF A REMEDY TO ADDRESS THE BUILDINGS IN THE FACILITY AREA.



   EPA BELIEVES THAT SUCH INFORMATION COULD BE GATHERED IN A RELATIVELY
   SHORT PERIOD OF TIME AFTER THIS RECORD OF DECISION, DOCUMENTED IN EITHER
   THE PHASE III RI/FS OR A SEPARATE STUDY TO SUPPORT A REMOVAL ACTION.

              C.  VESSELS

   EPA HAS ALSO CONCLUDED THAT NOT ENOUGH INFORMATION EXISTS AT THIS TIME
   TO SUPPORT SELECTION OF A REMEDY TO ADDRESS THE VESSELS AND THEIR
   CONTENTS.  EPA BELIEVES THAT SUCH INFORMATION COULD BE GATHERED IN A
   RELATIVELY SHORT PERIOD OF TIME AFTER THIS RECORD OF DECISION,
   DOCUMENTED IN EITHER THE PHASE III RI/FS OR A SEPARATE STUDY TO SUPPORT
   A REMOVAL ACTION.

   4.         SURFACE SOILS/WITH ORGANICS OR METALS CONTAMINATION

   EPA HAS CONCLUDED THAT THE CURRENT LEVEL OF INFORMATION ABOUT SURFACE
   SOILS CONTAMINATED BY EITHER ORGANICS OR METALS IS NOT SUFFICIENT TO
   SUPPORT SELECTION OF A REMEDY AT THIS TIME. IT IS EPA'S INTENT THAT THE
   PHASE III RI/FS WILL ADDRESS THE UNKNOWNS RELATING TO SURFACE SOILS.

   IN THE INTERIM, EPA BELIEVES THAT THE SECURITY FENCING SELECTED AS PART
   OF THE FIRST OPERABLE UNIT WILL EFFECTIVELY LIMIT THE POTENTIAL FOR
   HUMAN EXPOSURE TO SURFACE CONTAMINATION.

   5.             MONITORING

   EPA HAS CONCLUDED THAT ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING WILL BE NECESSARY DURING
   IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SELECTED REMEDIES TO ENSURE THE RAAS SUCCESSFULLY
   REDUCE OR ELIMINATE THREATS OR POTENTIAL THREATS TO HUMAN HEALTH AND THE
   ENVIRONMENT POSED BY THE BWP SITE.  THE MAJOR PURPOSES OF THE MONITORING
   PROGRAM WILL BE TO:

              A.  ASSURE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF EACH SPECIFIC REMEDY
                  IMPLEMENTED.  FOR EXAMPLE, THERE WILL REGULAR TESTING OF
                  TREATMENT PROCESS DISCHARGES, SUCH AS INCINERATOR STACK
                  EMISSIONS, AND CARBON ADSORPTION TREATMENT PLANT
                  EFFLUENT.  THERE WILL ALSO BE REGULAR INSPECTIONS AND
                  MONITORING OF ANY IMPOUNDMENTS, WASTE PILES, ETC.  THAT
                  ARE IMPLEMENTED AS PART OF THE OPERABLE UNIT.

              B.  EVALUATE THE OVERALL EFFECT OF THE OPERABLE UNIT ON
                  CONTAMINANT MIGRATION ASSOCIATED WITH GROUND WATER.  THE
                  MOST SIGNIFICANT PARTS OF THIS PROGRAM WILL BE THE
                  CONTINUING MONITORING OF GROUND WATER TO THE NORTH AND
                  THE MONITORING FOR GROUND WATER MOUNDING WHERE TREATED
                  WATER WOULD BE DISCHARGED ONSITE.

   THE ACTUAL DETAILS OF THE MONITORING PROGRAM WILL BE DEVELOPED DURING
   THE DESIGN STAGE OF REMEDY IMPLEMENTATION, AND WILL BE BASED ON THE
   SPECIFIC REMEDIAL ACTIONS TAKEN.  THE MONITORING PROGRAM IS LIKELY TO BE
   DEVELOPED IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE PHASE III RI/FS.  THE MOST SIGNIFICANT
   PART OF THE PHASE III STUDY WILL BE THE GROUND WATER MONITORING PROGRAM
   TO DETERMINE THE EXTENT OF CONTAMINANT MIGRATION BOTH ON AND OFF THE SITE.

   IN MANY INSTANCES, THE COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH MONITORING A SPECIFIC
   REMEDY HAVE BEEN INCLUDED IN THE COST OF THE REMEDY.  HOWEVER, IN OTHER
   CASES, THE COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH A MONITORING PROGRAM ARE DEPENDENT ON
   THE SPECIFIC ACTIONS INCLUDED IN THE OPERABLE UNIT.  UNTIL THOSE FACTORS
   ARE DETERMINED, COSTS CANNOT BE ESTIMATED.



   #RSR
   RATIONALE FOR THE SELECTED REMEDY

   IN THIS CHAPTER, THE TECHNICAL RATIONALE FOR THE SELECTED REMEDY WILL BE
   PRESENTED, FOLLOWED BY A DISCUSSION OF THE STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS.

   1.         TECHNICAL RATIONALE

   FOR THIS SECTION OF THE DISCUSSION, THE INFORMATION WILL BE PRESENTED
   UNDER THE SAME FIVE-SEGMENT STRUCTURE USED PREVIOUSLY.

              A.  SITE ACCESS

              EPA BELIEVES THAT THE SELECTED REMEDY WILL PROVIDE PROTECTION
              TO HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT WHILE THE PHASE III RI/FS
              WORKS ON A MORE COMPLETE REMEDY.  THIS RAA WOULD EFFECTIVELY
              RESTRICT SITE ACCESS FOR HUMANS AND WILDLIFE.  WHILE A NUMBER
              OF AREAS WITH HIGH CONTAMINANT LEVELS IN THE SOILS (VISIBLY
              CONTAMINATED SOILS OR "HOT SPOTS") HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED
              THROUGHOUT THE SITE, A SIGNIFICANT PORTION OF THE BWP SITE
              REMAINS GENERALLY UNCHARACTERIZED.  THE POTENTIAL INCREASED
              CANCER RISK FROM HUMAN EXPOSURE TO SOILS IN UNCHARACTERIZED
              AREAS AND "HOT SPOTS" WOULD BE MITIGATED THROUGH THIS INTERIM
              ACTION BY DETERRING INADVERTENT EXPOSURE TO THESE AREAS.
              THIS RAA WILL PROVIDE SUBSTANTIALLY GREATER PROTECTION FROM
              EXPOSURE TO CONTAMINANTS THAN OTHER LESS COSTLY RAAS.

              EPA HAS ALSO CONCLUDED THAT THIS RAA WOULD BE THE ONLY
              ALTERNATIVE THAT WOULD BOTH COMPLY FULLY WITH ARARS AND BE
              CONSISTENT WITH FUTURE REMEDIES.  THIS REMEDY WILL NOT
              INTERFERE WITH THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE FIRST OR FUTURE
              OPERABLE UNITS.  A SECURITY FENCE AROUND THE PERIMETER OF THE
              SITE WOULD NOT HAVE TO BE REMOVED OR ALTERED DURING REMEDIAL
              ACTIVITIES AND WOULD CONTINUE TO SERVE ITS DESIGNED FUNCTION
              THROUGH COMPLETION OF THE PHASE III RI/FS AND THE FINAL
              REMEDIAL ACTION.

              B.  IMPOUNDMENTS

              EPA HAS CONCLUDED THAT THE MAIN AND SECONDARY IMPOUNDMENTS
              CONSTITUTE THE MAJOR SOURCE AND CONCENTRATION OF
              CONTAMINATION AT THE SITE, AND SHOULD BE REMEDIED TO ADDRESS
              THESE HIGH CONCENTRATIONS OF CONTAMINANTS.

                  (1)  MAIN AND SECONDARY IMPOUNDMENT SLUDGE

                  REMOVAL AND THERMAL TREATMENT OF THE IMPOUNDMENT SLUDGE
                  WOULD BE A RELIABLE, PROVEN TECHNOLOGY FOR SOURCE CONTROL
                  AND MIGRATION MANAGEMENT OF THE MAJOR SOURCE OF
                  CONTAMINATION AT THE SITE, AND WOULD BE A PERMANENT
                  REMEDY.  IT WILL REMOVE THE CONTAMINATION FROM CONTACT
                  WITH THE GROUND WATER REGIME AND TERMINATE ANY ADDITIONAL
                  CONTRIBUTION OF CONTAMINATION TO THE GROUND WATER.  IT IS
                  ALSO THE MOST EFFECTIVE WAY TO ADDRESS THE DIOXINS THAT
                  ARE PRESENT IN THE SLUDGE IN THAT THOSE CONTAMINANTS
                  WOULD BE PERMANENTLY DESTROYED.

                  IT IS THE MOST COST-EFFECTIVE REMEDY THAT WOULD ASSURE
                  COMPLIANCE WITH ARARS, PARTICULARY WITH BEST DEMONSTRATED
                  AVAILABLE TECHNOLOGY TREATMENT STANDARDS FOR THIS TYPE OF
                  WASTE.  THE SLUDGE HAS A HIGH BTU (APPROXIMATELY 10,000)
                  VALUE AND WOULD HELP KEEP ENERGY COSTS DOWN BY GENERATING



                  HEAT DURING THE INCINERATION PROCESS.

                  THE SELECTED ALTERNATIVE WILL BE CONSISTENT WITH FUTURE
                  REMEDIES IN THAT IT WILL ALLOW REMOVAL OF VISIBLY
                  CONTAMINATED SOILS AS PART OF THE SAME OPERABLE UNIT.  IT
                  WOULD ALSO PROVIDE THE MEANS TO CONDUCT A PILOT STUDY OF
                  ONSITE SOIL INCINERATION DURING THE PHASE III RI/FS.

                  AS NOTED PREVIOUSLY, BIC RECENTLY (AFTER THE END OF THE
                  PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD) SUBMITTED SOME NEW DATA ON THE
                  VIABILITY OF BIORECLAMATION OF CONTAMINATED SOILS AND
                  SUGGESTED THAT THIS TECHNOLOGY COULD BE APPLIED TO THE
                  IMPOUNDMENT SLUDGE.  EPA REVIEWED THESE DATA AND
                  CONCLUDED THAT THERE WAS INSUFFICIENT CAUSE TO CHANGE THE
                  REMEDY FOR THE SLUDGE.  THE APPLICATION OF THE TECHNOLOGY
                  TO SLUDGE WOULD INVOLVE MIXING THE SLUDGE WITH LESS
                  CONTAMINATED SOILS, THEREBY DILUTING THE CONTAMINATION TO
                  LEVELS IN WHICH THE MICROORGANISMS WOULD BE EFFECTIVE.
                  EPA IS CONCERNED THAT THIS TECHNOLOGY HAS NOT BEEN
                  PROVEN, AND HAS PARTICULAR CONCERNS ABOUT THE FATE OF THE
                  DIOXINS IN THE SLUDGE DURING THIS PROCESS.

                  (2)  MAIN IMPOUNDMENT OIL

                  THE SELECTED THERMAL TREATMENT REMEDY WOULD ASSURE
                  PERMANENT DESTRUCTION OF THE CONTAMINANTS IN THE OIL,
                  PARTICULARLY THE DIOXINS.  THE PRINCIPAL REASONS FOR
                  SELECTING THIS REMEDY OVER THE SLIGHTLY LESS COSTLY
                  CARBON TREATMENT REMEDY WERE THE ASSURED DESTRUCTION OF
                  DIOXINS AND THE ENHANCED USABILITY OF THE CARBON SYSTEM.
                  USING THE CARBON SYSTEM FOR ONLY CONTAMINATED WATER AND
                  NOT FOR CONTAMINATED OILS WILL EXTEND THE LIFE THE
                  TREATMENT SYSTEM.

                  THE OIL HAS A HIGH HEAT VALUE (17,000 BTU) AND WOULD ALSO
                  BE USED AS A SOURCE OF ENERGY DURING INCINERATION.  AS
                  WITH THE IMPOUNDMENT SLUDGE, THIS REMEDY WOULD BE THE
                  MOST EFFECTIVE WAY TO ADDRESS THE DIOXINS THAT ARE
                  PRESENT IN THE OIL IN THAT THOSE CONTAMINANTS WOULD BE
                  PERMANENTLY DESTROYED.

                  (3)  MAIN IMPOUNDMENT WATER

                  THE SELECTED CARBON TREATMENT/QUENCH WATER REMEDY IS A
                  TECHNICALLY FEASIBLE AND COST-EFFECTIVE APPROACH TO
                  ELIMINATION OF THE HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES IN THIS MEDIUM.

                  THIS RAA WOULD BE CONSISTENT WITH FUTURE REMEDIES IN THAT
                  IT WOULD GREATLY ENHANCE THE ABILITY TO ADDRESS OTHER
                  CONTAMINATED WATER GENERATED ON THE SITE IN THE FUTURE BY
                  PROVIDING A READY MEANS TO TREAT AND DISPOSE OF THE WATER
                  IN A MANNER THAT IS PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE
                  ENVIRONMENT.  THIS WILL LIKELY BE MOST APPLICABLE TO
                  WATER PRODUCED DURING FUTURE DECONTAMINATION OF THE
                  BUILDINGS AND VESSELS.

                  (4)  VISIBLY CONTAMINATED SOILS BENEATH THE IMPOUNDMENTS

                  EPA HAS SELECTED BOTH A THERMAL TREATMENT REMEDY (FOR A
                  VOLUME OF 2500 YD3 OR LESS) AND A TEMPORARY STORAGE
                  REMEDY (FOR A VOLUME GREATER THAN 2500 YD3) FOR THE
                  IMPOUNDMENT SOILS TO ASSURE THAT THE HEAVILY CONTAMINATED
                  SOILS ARE REMOVED AS SOON AS POSSIBLE FROM CONTACT WITH



                  THE GROUND WATER REGIME IN THE MOST COST- EFFECTIVE
                  MANNER AND TO PROVIDE CONSISTENCY WITH FUTURE REMEDIES.

                  EPA BELIEVES THAT BIOREMEDIATION AND OTHER RELATED
                  TECHNOLOGIES SHOW PROMISE AS AN EFFECTIVE REMEDY FOR
                  SOILS CONTAMINATION.  HOWEVER, EPA ALSO BELIEVES THAT
                  SIGNIFICANT WORK IN DEVELOPING THESE SOILS REMEDIES NEEDS
                  TO BE PERFORMED DURING THE PHASE III RI/FS.  NO LARGE-
                  SCALE SOILS REMEDIES (INCLUDING INCINERATION OR
                  BIOREMEDIATION) HAVE YET BEEN SUPPORTED BY ANY PILOT
                  STUDY AT THIS SITE.  THOSE PILOT STUDIES ARE ANTICIPATED
                  TO BE PART OF THE PHASE III RI/FS.  EPA DID NOT WANT TO
                  UNDULY INFLUENCE THESE FUTURE REMEDY CONSIDERATIONS BY
                  SELECTING A LARGE-SCALE SOILS TREATMENT PROCESS BEFORE
                  THE PILOT STUDY PROCESS WAS COMPLETED.

                  CONSEQUENTLY, EPA IS LIMITING THE INCINERATION OPTION OF
                  THIS REMEDY TO ONLY THE SMALL VOLUME OF SOILS THAT WOULD
                  BE COMPATIBLE WITH THE SMALL-SCALE SLUDGE INCINERATOR.
                  ANY COMMITMENT AT THIS TIME TO LARGE-SCALE INCINERATION
                  OR BIODEGRADATION WOULD ESTABLISH AN ONSITE PLANT THAT
                  WOULD ARTIFICIALLY INFLUENCE THE PHASE III ENGINEERING
                  SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS.

                  THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE TEMPORARY WASTE PILE WOULD BE
                  BASED ON THE FACT THAT VOLUME OF MATERIAL WOULD BE TOO
                  GREAT (MORE THAN 2,500 YD3) TO REMEDIATE IN THE
                  SMALL-SCALE INCINERATOR SELECTED FOR THE SLUDGE AND OIL.
                  HOWEVER, THE REMOVAL OF THE SOILS FROM CONTACT WITH THE
                  GROUND WATER REGIME WOULD TERMINATE ANY MIGRATION OF
                  CONTAMINANTS FROM THESE SOILS INTO THE GROUND WATER.
                  THIS REMEDY WOULD ALSO ALLOW FOR PILOT STUDIES ON THE
                  STOCKPILED VISIBLY CONTAMINATED SOILS DURING THE PHASE
                  III RI/FS.

                  WITH EITHER THERMAL TREATMENT OR TEMPORARY STORAGE OF
                  VISIBLY CONTAMINATED SOILS, OTHER (LESS THAN VISIBLY)
                  CONTAMINATED SOILS UNDER THE IMPOUNDMENTS WOULD BE
                  EXPOSED FOR FURTHER INVESTIGATION DURING THE PHASE III
                  RI/FS.  HENCE, EITHER OF THESE REMEDIES WOULD BE
                  CONSISTENT WITH FUTURE REMEDIES.

              C.  FACILITY AREA (BUILDINGS, VESSELS, ETC.)

                  (1)  FIREWATER

                  EPA BELIEVES THAT REMOVAL AND TREATMENT OF THE FIREWATER
                  WILL PERMANENTLY ADDRESS A MAJOR SOURCE OF CONTAMINATION
                  IN THE FACILITIES AREA.  THIS REMEDY WILL ALSO BE
                  CONSISTENT WITH FUTURE REMEDIES IN THAT THE PRESENCE OF
                  THIS WATER HAS BEEN A MAJOR IMPEDIMENT TO ADDRESSING THE
                  OTHER SOURCES IN THIS AREA.

                  (2)  BUILDINGS

                  AS NOTED PREVIOUSLY, EPA HAS CONCLUDED THAT NOT ENOUGH
                  INFORMATION EXISTS TO SUPPORT SELECTION OF A REMEDY TO
                  ADDRESS THE BUILDINGS IN THE FACILITY AREA.  EPA BELIEVES
                  THAT SUCH INFORMATION COULD BE GATHERED IN A RELATIVELY
                  SHORT PERIOD OF TIME AFTER THIS RECORD OF DECISION,
                  DOCUMENTED IN A EITHER THE PHASE III RI/FS OR A SEPARATE
                  STUDY TO SUPPORT A REMOVAL ACTION.



                  (3)  VESSELS

                  EPA HAS ALSO CONCLUDED THAT NOT ENOUGH INFORMATION EXISTS
                  AT THIS TIME TO SUPPORT SELECTION OF A REMEDY TO ADDRESS
                  THE VESSELS AND THEIR CONTENTS.  IN PARTICULAR, EPA IS
                  CONCERNED THAT THE CONTENTS OF THE VESSELS NEED TO BE
                  CHARACTERIZED BETTER TO ALLOW ADEQUATE EVALUATION OF
                  TREATMENT REMEDIES.  AS WITH THE BUILDINGS, EPA BELIEVES
                  THAT SUCH INFORMATION FOR THE VESSELS COULD BE GATHERED
                  IN A RELATIVELY SHORT PERIOD OF TIME AFTER THIS RECORD OF
                  DECISION, DOCUMENTED IN A EITHER THE PHASE III RI/FS OR A
                  SEPARATE STUDY TO SUPPORT A REMOVAL ACTION.

              D.  SURFACE SOILS/WITH ORGANICS OR METALS CONTAMINATION

              AS NOTED PREVIOUSLY, EPA BELIEVES THAT SELECTION OF A REMEDY
              FOR THE SURFACE SOILS IS NOT SUPPORTABLE AT THIS TIME.  THE
              FULL EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION ASSOCIATED WITH SURFACE SOILS
              THROUGHOUT THE SITE IS UNKNOWN.  CLEANUP GOALS FOR SURFACE
              SOILS AT THE SITE HAVE NOT YET BEEN ESTABLISHED.  NO RELIABLY
              EFFECTIVE REMEDY HAS BEEN IDENTIFIED TO MEET CLEANUP GOALS.
              IT IS EPA'S INTENT THAT THE PHASE III RI/FS WILL ADDRESS
              THESE THREE KEY ISSUES RELATING TO SURFACE SOILS.

              IN THE INTERIM, EPA BELIEVES THAT THE SECURITY FENCING
              SELECTED AS PART OF THE FIRST OPERABLE UNIT WILL EFFECTIVELY
              LIMIT THE POTENTIAL FOR HUMAN EXPOSURE TO SURFACE
              CONTAMINATION.

              E.  MONITORING

              AS NOTED PREVIOUSLY, EPA HAS CONCLUDED THAT ENVIRONMENTAL
              MONITORING WILL BE NECESSARY DURING IMPLEMENTATION OF THE
              SELECTED REMEDIES TO ASSURE THAT THE RAAS SUCCESSFULLY REDUCE
              OR ELIMINATE THREATS OR POTENTIAL THREATS TO HUMAN HEALTH AND
              THE ENVIRONMENT POSED BY THE BWP SITE.  THE MAJOR PURPOSES OF
              THE MONITORING PROGRAM WILL BE TO:

              A.  ASSURE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF EACH SPECIFIC REMEDY
                  IMPLEMENTED, AND

              B.  EVALUATE THE OVERALL EFFECT OF THE OPERABLE UNIT ON
                  CONTAMINANT MIGRATION ASSOCIATED WITH GROUND WATER.

   2.         STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

   SECTION 121(B) OF CERCLA REQUIRES THAT ANY SELECTED REMEDY BE PROTECTIVE
   OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT, BE COST-EFFECTIVE, AND UTILIZE
   PERMANENT SOLUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVE TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES OR RESOURCE
   RECOVERY TECHNOLOGIES TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE.  IN ADDITION,
   UNDER SECTION 121(D) OF CERCLA, REMEDIAL ACTIONS THAT LEAVE ANY
   HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE, POLLUTANT, OR CONTAMINANT ONSITE MUST MEET, UPON
   COMPLETION OF THE REMEDIAL ACTION, A LEVEL OR STANDARD OF CONTROL THAT
   AT LEAST ATTAINS STANDARDS, REQUIREMENTS, CRITERIA, OR LIMITATIONS THAT
   ARE LEGALLY APPLICABLE TO THE HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE, POLLUTANT, OR
   CONTAMINANT CONCERNED, OR ARE RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE UNDER THE
   CIRCUMSTANCES OF THE RELEASE OR THREATENED RELEASE.  A REMEDIAL ACTION
   THAT DOES NOT ATTAIN SUCH A STANDARD OR LEVEL OF CONTROL MAY BE SELECTED
   ONLY IF A STATUTORY WAIVER IS AVAILABLE AND DETERMINED TO BE APPROPRIATE.



   EPA HAS CONCLUDED THAT THE SELECTED REMEDY IS CONSISTENT WITH THESE
   REQUIREMENTS OF CERCLA AS WELL AS WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE NCP.  THE
   BASIS FOR THIS CONCLUSION IS FOUND IN CHAPTER F AND THE ACCOMPANYING
   TABLES (TABLES F- 1 THROUGH F-5).  OF PARTICULAR NOTE IS THE INFORMATION
   IN TABLES F-5, WHICH EVALUATES THE VARIOUS REMEDIES AGAINST NINE
   CRITERIA THAT PARALLEL THE STATUTORY CONSIDERATIONS LISTED ABOVE AND
   DISCUSSED IN GREATER DETAIL BELOW.  THE FOLLOWING SECTION PROVIDES A
   NARRATIVE DESCRIPTION OF HOW THE SELECTED REMEDY MEETS THE SPECIFIC
   STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS:

              A.  PROTECTIVENESS

              EPA'S SELECTED REMEDY, THE OPERABLE UNIT AT THE BWP SITE, IS
              PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  TO BEGIN
              WITH, FENCING THE ENTIRE SITE, ALONG WITH POSTING WARNING
              SIGNS, IS THE MOST EFFECTIVE OPTION FOR RESTRICTING ACCESS TO
              BOTH KNOWN AND UNCHARACTERIZED AREAS OF CONTAMINATION.

              FOR THE PRIMARY SOURCE OF CONTAMINATION, THE IMPOUNDMENT
              SLUDGE, OILS AND SOILS, EXCAVATION AND ONSITE INCINERATION
              WILL PROVIDE THE GREATEST DEGREE OF PROTECTION AVAILABLE FOR
              HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  THIS PROTECTION IS
              ACHIEVED BECAUSE THE SELECTED REMEDY ELIMINATES THE PRIMARY
              CONTAMINATION SOURCE FROM THE SITE, THEREBY MINIMIZING FUTURE
              RELEASES OF CONTAMINATION FROM THE SITE AND PRECLUDING HUMAN
              OR ANIMAL CONTACT WITH THESE CONTAMINATION SOURCES.

              EPA'S PREFERRED OPTION FOR ADDRESSING THE CONTAMINATED
              IMPOUNDMENT WATER AND FIREWATER IS ALSO PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN
              HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  EVEN IF EPA'S BACKUP REMEDIES
              FOR THESE CONTAMINATED WATERS ARE DETERMINED TO BE MOST
              APPROPRIATE DURING THE REMEDIAL DESIGN PHASE, THERE WILL
              STILL BE MAXIMUM LONG-TERM PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE
              ENVIRONMENT.  FOR EXAMPLE, EVEN THE BACKUP REMEDIES WILL
              ASSURE THAT DISCHARGED WATER MEETS MCLS.

              ALL OF THE SELECTED REMEDIAL OPTIONS FOR THESE CONTAMINATION
              SOURCES UTILIZE TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES WHICH WILL ELIMINATE
              THE CONTAMINATION SOURCE FROM THE SITE.  FINALLY,
              IMPLEMENTATION OF ALL COMPONENTS OF THE SELECTED REMEDY POSES
              NO UNACCEPTABLE SHORT-TERM RISKS TO HUMAN HEALTH OR THE ENVIRONMENT.

              B.  COST EFFECTIVENESS

              THE SELECTED REMEDY IS A COST EFFECTIVE OPTION FOR THE
              OPERABLE UNIT AT THE BWP SITE.  THIS DETERMINATION IS BASED
              ON THE COST AND OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS OF THE SELECTED REMEDY
              WHEN VIEWED IN LIGHT OF THE COST AND OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS OF
              OTHER ALTERNATIVES.

              FOR THE PURPOSE OF EVALUATING COST EFFECTIVENESS, THE PRIMARY
              COMPONENT OF THE SELECTED REMEDY IS ONSITE INCINERATION OF
              CONTAMINATION SOURCES.  INCINERATION WILL PROVIDE A PERMANENT
              REMEDY TO THE PROBLEMS POSED BY THE PRIMARY SOURCES OF
              CONTAMINATION BY SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCING THE TOXICITY,
              MOBILITY, AND VOLUME OF CONTAMINATION WHILE PROVIDING
              TECHNOLOGICALLY RELIABLE, LONG-TERM PROTECTION OF HUMAN
              HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  BASED ON INFORMATION CURRENTLY
              AVAILABLE TO EPA, NO OTHER REMEDY ADDRESSING THE PRIMARY
              SOURCE OF CONTAMINATION WOULD ACHIEVE THE SAME DEGREE OF
              RELIABLE, PERMANENT, OVERALL PROTECTION FOR A LOWER COST.



              THE OTHER COMPONENTS OF THE SELECTED REMEDY, INCLUDING THE
              SELECTED OPTIONS FOR RESTRICTING SITE ACCESS, AND TREATMENT
              OF FIREWATER, IMPOUNDMENT WATER AND OILS, ARE ALSO COST
              EFFECTIVE.  FOR THE REMEDIAL OPTIONS CHOSEN FOR THESE
              COMPONENTS OF THE REMEDY, THE COSTS ARE NOT SIGNIFICANTLY
              GREATER AND IN SOME CASES ARE LESS EXPENSIVE THAN THE OTHER,
              LESS-EFFECTIVE ALTERNATIVES WHICH WERE CONSIDERED (EXCEPTING
              THE NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVES).  ONCE AGAIN, THESE COMPONENTS OF
              THE REMEDY PROVIDE A HIGH DEGREE OF PROTECTION AT THE SITE,
              UTILIZING TECHNOLOGICALLY RELIABLE, PERMANENT REMEDIES WHICH
              SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCE THE TOXICITY, MOBILITY, AND VOLUME OF
              CONTAMINATION ONSITE.

              C.  UTILIZATION OF PERMANENT SOLUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVE
                  TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE

              THE SELECTED REMEDY SATISFIES THE STATUTORY PREFERENCE FOR
              UTILIZATION OF A PERMANENT SOLUTION FOR THE SOURCES OF
              CONTAMINATION ADDRESSED IN THIS OPERABLE UNIT.  INCINERATION
              OF CONTAMINATION SOURCES WILL SIGNIFICANTLY AND PERMANENTLY
              REDUCE THE TOXICITY, MOBILITY, AND VOLUME OF THE INCINERATED
              CONTAMINANTS.  THERE ARE NO TECHNOLOGICAL BARRIERS TO THE
              IMPLEMENTATION OF THE INCINERATION COMPONENT OF THE REMEDY,
              AND ONCE THE INCINERATION PROCESS IS COMPLETE, THERE WILL BE
              LITTLE NEED FOR LONG-TERM MAINTENANCE FOR THIS ASPECT OF THE
              SELECTED REMEDY.  THE ONLY SUCH MAINTENANCE WILL BE
              ASSOCIATED WITH THE DISPOSAL OF THE RESIDUES OF THE
              INCINERATION PROCESS.

              FEASIBLE IMPLEMENTATION, SIGNIFICANT REDUCTION OF TMV, AND
              MINIMAL LONG-TERM MAINTENANCE ARE ALSO CHARACTERISTICS OF THE
              OTHER COMPONENTS OF THE SELECTED REMEDY.  POTENTIAL REMEDIAL
              OPTIONS DESCRIBED IN THE SELECTED REMEDY FOR THE FIREWATER,
              IMPOUNDMENT WATER AND OIL WERE SELECTED TO ACHIEVE THE GOAL
              OF SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCING THE TOXICITY, MOBILITY, AND VOLUME
              OF THE CONTAMINANTS.  IMPLEMENTABILITY IS A KEY COMPONENT OF
              THE "DECISION TREE" ESTABLISHED IN THE SELECTED REMEDY, WITH
              THE OPTIONS TO BE CHOSEN DURING THE REMEDIAL DESIGN PHASE
              AFTER IT IS DETERMINED WHICH OPTIONS CAN IN FACT BE
              IMPLEMENTED WHILE AT THE SAME TIME MEETING THE OTHER
              SELECTION CRITERIA.  FURTHERMORE, ALL OF THE SELECTED
              REMEDIAL OPTIONS REQUIRE LITTLE LONG-TERM MAINTENANCE.

              D.  COMPLIANCE WITH ARARS

              THE SELECTED REMEDY WILL COMPLY WITH ALL OF THE ARARS
              IDENTIFIED FOR THE PARTICULAR REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES
              WHICH ARE THE COMPONENTS OF THIS OPERABLE UNIT EXCEPT IN ONE
              INSTANCE IN WHICH A BACKUP REMEDY MAY NOT MEET ARARS.  IN
              THAT INSTANCE IN WHICH THE REMEDY MAY NOT COMPLY WITH ARARS,
              EPA WAIVES THE ARAR PURSUANT TO CERCLA SECTION 121(D)(4)(A).
              THIS SECTION WILL DESCRIBE HOW THE SELECTED REMEDY COMPLIES
              WITH ARARS AND GIVE THE RATIONALE FOR INVOKING THE STATUTORY
              WAIVER.

                  (1)  SITE ACCESS

                  FENCING THE ENTIRE SITE COMPLIES WITH THE APPLICABLE
                  PROVISIONS OF 6CCR 1004-3 SECTION 264.14.  SPECIFICALLY,
                  SECTION 264.14(B)(2)(I) DESCRIBES FENCING AS ONE OF THE
                  ACCEPTABLE ALTERNATIVES FOR PROVIDING SITE SECURITY AT A



                  HAZARDOUS WASTE FACILITY.

                  (2)  K001 SLUDGE AND IMPOUNDMENT OILS

                  HSWA REQUIRES BDAT TREATMENT OF K001 SLUDGE PRIOR TO LAND
                  DISPOSAL.  INCINERATION WILL ACHIEVE BDAT NUMBERS FOR THE
                  SLUDGE AS PRESCRIBED IN THE MAY 17, 1988 FEDERAL REGISTER
                  AND LISTED ELSEWHERE IN THIS DOCUMENT.  DISPOSAL OF THE
                  ASH RESIDUES AT A LICENSED HAZARDOUS WASTE LANDFILL IS
                  LIKEWISE IN COMPLIANCE WITH HSWA REQUIREMENTS.

                  (3)  INCINERATION DESIGN AND OPERATION

                  AS NOTED IN THE SELECTED REMEDY DESCRIPTION, DESIGN AND
                  OPERATION OF THE ONSITE INCINERATOR WILL BE SUBJECT TO
                  THE REQUIREMENTS SET FORTH IN 6 CCR 1007-3 PART 264
                  SUBPART 0.

                  (4) TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL OF CONTAMINATED WATER

                  EPA'S FIRST CHOICE FOR DISPOSAL OF THE CONTAMINATED WATER
                  AFTER TREATMENT BY CARBON ADSORPTION IS TO USE IT AS
                  INCINERATION QUENCH WATER.  THIS OPTION WOULD MEET ALL
                  ARARS IN THAT THE WATER WOULD BE EVAPORATED RATHER THAN
                  DISPOSED.

                  IF THE QUENCH WATER OPTION IS NOT VIABLE, FOR INSTANCE
                  BECAUSE OF TOO MUCH QUENCH WATER, THE ONSITE DISPOSAL
                  MAY BE EXERCISED AS A SECOND CHOICE.  IT IS POSSIBLE THAT
                  CARBON ADSORPTION TREATMENT OF THE CONTAMINATED WATER
                  WOULD ACHIEVE NON-DETECTABLE LEVELS OF HAZARDOUS
                  CONSTITUENTS.  IF THIS IS THE CASE, THE TREATED WATER
                  WOULD NO LONGER BE CONSIDERED HAZARDOUS UNDER THE STATE
                  OF COLORADO'S INTERPRETATION OF 6 CCR SECTION 261.3.

                  SINCE THE WATER WOULD NO LONGER BE CONSIDERED A HAZARDOUS
                  WASTE, ONSITE EVAPO-TRANSPIRATION WOULD NOT BE SUBJECT
                  TO ANY ARARS.

                  IF NON-DETECTABLE LEVELS ARE NOT ACHIEVED SUBSEQUENT TO
                  CARBON ADSORPTION, THE STATE OF COLORADO WOULD CONSIDER
                  ONSITE EVAPO-TRANSPIRATION AS SUBJECT TO THE LAND
                  TREATMENT REQUIREMENTS OF 6 CCR 1007-3 PART 264 SUBPART
                  M.  HOWEVER, EPA WILL WAIVE THE APPLICABLE LAND TREATMENT
                  REQUIREMENTS FOR THIS ALTERNATIVE.  THE BASIS FOR THIS
                  WAIVER WOULD BE THAT THIS IS AN INTERIM REMEDY, AND THAT
                  ANY SMALL AMOUNT OF CONTAMINATION DEPOSITED ON THE SOIL
                  WOULD BE ADDRESSED WHEN THE PHASE III RI/FS DEVELOPS
                  REMEDIES FOR THE SOILS.  IN ANY CASE, AS NOTED
                  PREVIOUSLY, THE TREATMENT PROCESS WOULD STILL PROVIDE A
                  SUFFICIENT LEVEL OF PROTECTION IN THAT THE TREATED WATER
                  WOULD STILL MEET MCLS FOR DRINKING WATER.

                  (5)  IMPOUNDMENT SOILS

                  INCINERATION OF THE IMPOUNDMENT SOILS SHOULD MEET ARARS
                  AS DESCRIBED FOR THE K001 SLUDGE AND IMPOUNDMENT OILS.
                  IF A WASTE PILE IS USED TO MANAGE THE IMPOUNDMENT SOILS
                  PRIOR TO RD/RA WHICH WILL FOLLOW THE PHASE III RI/FS, THE
                  WASTE PILE WILL BE DESIGNED CONSISTENT WITH THE CRITERIA
                  ESTABLISHED IN 6 CCR 1007-3 PART 264 SUBPART L.



                                     TABLE F-1

             LISTING OF INTERIM REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED FOR THE
                BRODERICK WOOD PRODUCTS SITE, ADAMS COUNTY, COLORADO

   SEGMENT/PROBLEM         ALTERNATIVES

     I.  SITE ACCESS: A.  NO ACTION
                      B.  POSTING NOTICES
                      C.  SELECTIVE FENCING
                      D.  FENCING ENTIRE SITE
                      E.  SECURITY GUARDS

    II.  IMPOUNDMENTS:

            SLUDGE    A.  NO ACTION
                      B.  EXCAVATE AND RECLAIM
                      C.  EXCAVATE, STABILIZE AND DISPOSE OFFSITE
                      D.  EXCAVATE AND INCINERATE OFFSITE
                      E.  EXCAVATE AND INCINERATE ONSITE

            OIL       A.  NO ACTION
                      B.  PUMP FROM IMPOUNDMENT AND TREAT (CAPTURE) WITH
                          CARBON ADSORPTION
                      C.  PUMP FROM IMPOUNDMENT AND INCINERATE ONSITE

            WATER     A.  NO ACTION
                      B.  EVAPORATE IN SECONDARY IMPOUNDMENT
                      C.  TREAT WITH CARBON ADSORPTION; DISPOSE ONSITE VIA
                          EVAPO-TRANSPIRATION
                      D.  PUMP TO NEW LINED POND AND EVAPORATE; INCINERATE
                          LINER
                      E.  USE AS INCINERATION QUENCH WATER

            SOIL      A.  NO ACTION
                      B.  EXCAVATE AND DISPOSE OFFSITE
                      C.  EXCAVATE AND BIODEGRADE ONSITE
                      D.  EXCAVATE AND MANAGE ONSITE (TEMPORARY WASTE
                          PILE)
                      E.  EXCAVATE AND INCINERATE ONSITE
                      F.  EXCAVATE AND INCINERATE OFFSITE

   (1)      THE ALTERNATIVES LISTED ARE THOSE THAT REMAINED AFTER THE
            INITIAL SCREENING PROCESS; THESE ALTERNATIVES WERE CARRIED
            THROUGH THE DETAILED ANALYSIS.

   SEGMENT/PROBLEM         ALTERNATIVES

   III.  FACILITY AREA (BUILDINGS, VESSELS, ETC.)

            FIREWATER A.  NO ACTION
                      B.  FILTER ASBESTOS FIBERS; FILTERS DISPOSED IN
                          HAZARDOUS WASTE FACILITY
                      C.  EVAPORATE IN SECONDARY IMPOUNDMENT
                      D.  TREAT WITH CARBON ADSORPTION; DISPOSE ONSITE VIA



                          EVAPO-TRANSPIRATION
                      E.  PUMP TO NEW LINED POND AND EVAPORATE; INCINERATE
                          LINER
                      F.  USE AS INCINERATION QUENCH WATER

            BUILDINGS A.  NO ACTION
                      B.  DEMOLISH, DECONTAMINATE AND DISPOSE OF DEBRIS IN
                          AN APPROVED LANDFILL

            VESSELS   A.  NO ACTION
                      B.  DISPOSE OF CONTENTS APPROPRIATELY
                      C.  USE AS TEMPORARY STORAGE
                      D.  DEMOLISH AND DISPOSE IN A COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL
                          LANDFILL
                      E.  DEMOLISH AND TRANSPORT TO SCRAP YARD

    IV.  SURFACE SOILS CONTAMINATED WITH:

            ORGANICS  A.  NO ACTION AT THIS TIME

            METALS    A.  NO ACTION AT THIS TIME

     V.  MONITORING   A.  NO ACTION
                      B.  MONITORING PERFORMANCE OF IMPLEMENTED ACTIONS
                      C.  GROUND-WATER MONITORING

   (1)            THE ALTERNATIVES LISTED ARE THOSE THAT REMAINED AFTER THE
                  INITIAL SCREENING PROCESS; THESE ALTERNATIVES WERE
                  CARRIED THROUGH THE DETAILED ANALYSIS.

   (2)            TREATMENT OPTIONS FOR "FIREWATER" WILL ALSO APPLY TO
                  OTHER CONTAMINATED WATER FOUND OR GENERATED DURING
                  BUILDING/STRUCTURE DECONTAMINATION PROCESS.



                                      TABLE F-2

                ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION CRITERIA FOR INTERIM REMEDIES
                       AT THE BRODERICK WOOD PRODUCTS COMPANY
                               ADAMS COUNTY, COLORADO

   1.         OVERALL PROTECTION

              THIS CRITERION EVALUATES HOW THE ALTERNATIVE ELIMINATES,
              REDUCES, OR CONTROLS EXISTING AND POTENTIAL RISKS TO HUMAN
              HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT THROUGH TREATMENT, ENGINEERING
              CONTROLS, AND/OR INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS.

   2.         COMPLIANCE WITH ARARS

              THIS CRITERION CONSIDERS THE ABILITY OF EACH RAA TO ATTAIN
              CHEMICAL- SPECIFIC, LOCATION-SPECIFIC, AND ACTION-SPECIFIC
              APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARS);
              ALSO CONSIDERED ARE OTHER CRITERIA, ADVISORIES, AND
              GUIDANCES.  IF A WAIVER IS TO BE INVOKED, THE JUSTIFICATION
              FOR THAT WAIVER WILL BE DISCUSSED.

   3.         PERMANENCE

              UNDER THIS CRITERION, THE EVALUATION COMPARES THE MAGNITUDE
              OF TOTAL RESIDUAL RISK IN TERMS OF UNTREATED WASTE AND
              TREATMENT RESIDUALS.  THIS CRITERION ALSO COVERS THE ADEQUACY
              AND SUITABILITY OF ENGINEERING AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS
              USED TO MANAGE UNTREATED WASTE AND TREATMENT RESIDUALS.  THE
              CRITERION ALSO CONSIDERS THE RELIABILITY OF THE ALTERNATIVE
              OVER TIME, INCLUDING THE POTENTIAL FOR FAILURE AND THE
              RESULTING POTENTIAL RISK.

   4.         REDUCTION OF TMV (TOXICITY, MOBILITY, OR VOLUME)

              THIS CRITERION INCLUDES AN EVALUATION OF THE TREATMENT
              PROCESS(ES) AND THE KINDS AND AMOUNTS OF WASTE MATERIAL TO BE
              TREATED.  THE EVALUATION CONSIDERS WHETHER OR NOT TREATMENT
              IS A PRINCIPAL ELEMENT IN THE ALTERNATIVE, AND HOW THE
              TREATMENT WILL REDUCE OR DESTROY THE WASTE.  OTHER
              CONSIDERATIONS INCLUDE THE DEGREE (PERCENTAGE) OF TREATMENT,
              DEGREE OF IRREVERSIBILITY AND THE KINDS AND AMOUNTS OF
              RESIDUALS.

   5.         SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

              CONSIDERATIONS UNDER THIS CRITERION INCLUDE: POTENTIAL
              IMPACTS ON THE COMMUNITY DURING IMPLEMENTATION OF THE
              ALTERNATIVE; POTENTIAL IMPACTS ON AND PROTECTIVE MEASURES FOR
              WORKERS DURING IMPLEMENTATION; POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL
              IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES; AND TIME UNTIL PROTECTION IS
              ACHIEVED.

   6.         IMPLEMENTABILITY

              THIS CRITERION INCLUDES THE FOLLOWING CONSIDERATIONS:



              A.  TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY:

                   -  RELIABILITY OF THE TECHNOLOGY
                   -  DIFFICULTIES AND UNKNOWNS ASSOCIATED WITH TECHNOLOGY
                   -  EASE OF UNDERTAKING ADDITIONAL ACTION, IF NECESSARY
                   -  CONSISTENCY WITH FUTURE REMEDIES AT THE SITE
                   -  RELIABILITY AND EFFECTIVENESS OF REMEDY MONITORING

              B.  ADMINISTRATIVE FEASIBILITY:

                   -  ABILITY AND TIME REQUIRED TO OBTAIN PERMITS/APPROVALS
                   -  REQUIRED COORDINATION WITH OTHER AGENCIES AND
                      ASSOCIATED TIME REQUIREMENTS

              C.  AVAILABILITY OF SERVICES AND MATERIALS

                   -  TREATMENT, STORAGE AND DISPOSAL CAPACITY
                   -  EXISTENCE OF MULTIPLE VENDORS
                   -  AVAILABILITY OF NEEDED EQUIPMENT AND SPECIALISTS
                   -  TIMING OF TECHNOLOGY AVAILABILITY

   7.         COST

              THIS INCLUDES CAPITAL COSTS, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AND
              PRESENT WORTH ANALYSIS.  WHEN COMPARING DIFFERENT
              ALTERNATIVES FOR COSTS, ONLY ALTERNATIVES WITH SIMILAR
              RESULTS WILL BE COMPARED.

   8.         STATE ACCEPTANCE

              THIS CRITERION ADDRESSES THOSE FEATURES OF EACH ALTERNATIVE
              THAT THE STATE SUPPORTS, THOSE FEATURES ABOUT WHICH THE STATE
              HAS RESERVATIONS, AND THOSE ELEMENTS WHICH THE STATE STRONGLY
              OPPOSES.

   9.         COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE

              THIS CRITERION ADDRESSES THOSE FEATURES OF EACH ALTERNATIVE
              THAT THE COMMUNITY SUPPORTS, THOSE FEATURES ABOUT WHICH THE
              COMMUNITY HAS RESERVATIONS, AND THOSE ELEMENTS WHICH THE
              COMMUNITY STRONGLY OPPOSES.



                                      TABLE F-3

           APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS FOR INTERIM
                                REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES
                BRODERICK WOOD PRODUCTS SITE, ADAMS COUNTY, COLORADO

         SEGMENT/PROBLEM                    APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT
         ALTERNATIVE                        AND APPROPRIATE
                                            REQUIREMENTS

     I.  SITE ACCESS:                       IN GENERAL, ARARS ARE THOSE
                                            STATE REGULATIONS FOUND AT 6
                                            CCR 1007-3 SECTION 264.14.
                                            THESE REGULATIONS AND THEIR
                                            FEDERAL COUNTERPARTS
                                            (40 CFR 264.14) REQUIRE
                                            EITHER 24-HOUR SURVEILLANCE
                                            OF THE FACILITY OR ACCESS
                                            RESTRICTIONS SUCH AS FENCES,
                                            GATES, SIGNS, ETC.

            A.  NO ACTION                   WOULD NOT MEET ARARS NOTED
                                            ABOVE.

            B.  POSTING NOTICES             SIGNS MUST BE IN ENGLISH AND
                                            ANY OTHER PREDOMINANT LANGUAGE;
                                            MUST BE VISIBLE FROM 25 FEET.

            C.  SELECTIVE FENCING           SELECTIVE FENCING WOULD MEET
                                            ARARS IF EXTENT OF
                                            CONTAMINATION COULD BE WELL
                                            DEFINED.

            D.  FENCING ENTIRE SITE         AN OPTION THAT WOULD BE
                                            CONSISTENT WITH THE REGULATION,
                                            PARTICULARLY IF CONTAMINATION
                                            IS WIDESPREAD.

            E.  SECURITY GUARDS             ONE OF THE OPTIONS CONTAINED IN
                                            THE REGULATIONS.

    II.  IMPOUNDMENTS/SLUDGE                THE SLUDGE IS LISTED AS A WASTE
                                            (K001) UNDER RCRA REGULATIONS,
                                            AND IS SUBJECT TO LAND DISPOSAL
                                            RESTRICTIONS.

            A.  NO ACTION                   WOULD NOT COMPLY WITH ARARS.
                                            STATUTORY REQUIREMENT (SECTION
                                            3005(J) OF HSWA) REQUIRES ALL
                                            SURFACE IMPOUNDMENTS TO BE
                                            RETROFITTED TO MEET SECTION
                                            3005(O) STANDARDS BY NOVEMBER
                                            8, 1988.

            B.  EXCAVATE AND RECLAIM        PRODUCT FROM RECLAIMING PROCESS
                                            WOULD NOT BE SUBJECT TO RCRA
                                            REGULATIONS.  RCRA LAND
                                            DISPOSAL RESTRICTIONS WOULD
                                            APPLY TO RESIDUES FROM
                                            REPROCESSING THE K001 SLUDGE AS



                                            OF AUGUST 1988.  ANY RESIDUES
                                            TO BE DISPOSED IN A LANDFILL
                                            WOULD HAVE TO MEET BEST
                                            DEMONSTRATED AVAILABLE
                                            TECHNOLOGY (BDAT) STANDARDS,
                                            AND THE RESIDUES WOULD LIKELY
                                            CONTAIN EXCESSIVE LEVELS OF
                                            PENTA AND/OR DIOXINS.  IF THE
                                            SLUDGE OR RESIDUES NEED TO BE
                                            STORED MORE THAN 90 DAYS IN AN
                                            AREA OTHER THAN THE
                                            IMPOUNDMENTS PRIOR TO
                                            RECLAIMING OR DISPOSAL, THE
                                            STATE AND FEDERAL REGULATIONS
                                            ON SURFACE IMPOUNDMENTS (6 CCR
                                            1007-3, 264 SUBPART K AND
                                            40 CFR 264 SUBPART K,
                                            264.220-249, RESPECTIVELY)
                                            WOULD BE APPLICABLE.
                                            STATE REGULATIONS
                                            AT 6 CCR 1007-3, PART 264,
                                            SUBPARTS I AND J WOULD APPLY TO
                                            THE USE OF ANY CONTAINERS AND
                                            TANKS DURING THE RECLAIMING
                                            PROCESS.

            C.  EXCAVATE, STABILIZE         RCRA LAND DISPOSAL RESTRICTIONS
                AND                         WILL APPLY TO SLUDGE AS OF
                DISPOSE OFFSITE             AUGUST 1988.  ANY SLUDGE TO BE
                                            DISPOSED IN A LANDFILL WOULD
                                            HAVE TO MEET BEST DEMONSTRATED
                                            AVAILABLE TECHNOLOGY (BDAT)
                                            STANDARDS; THE EXCESSIVE LEVELS
                                            OF PENTA AND/OR DIOXINS IN THE
                                            SLUDGE WILL MAKE IT DIFFICULT
                                            TO MEET BDAT.  IF THE SLUDGE
                                            NEEDS TO BE STORED ONSITE IN A
                                            NEW IMPOUNDMENT PRIOR TO
                                            TRANSPORT, THE STATE AND
                                            FEDERAL REGULATIONS ON SURFACE
                                            IMPOUNDMENTS (6 CCR 1007-3,
                                            264 SUBPART K AND 40 CFR 264
                                            SUBPART K, 264.220-249,
                                            RESPECTIVELY) WOULD BE
                                            APPLICABLE.  RCRA MANIFEST
                                            REQUIREMENTS (40 CFR 262,
                                            SUBPARTS B, C)
                                            WOULD APPLY TO TRANSPORTING
                                            THE WASTE.

            D.  EXCAVATE AND INCINERATE     STATE AND FEDERAL REGULATIONS
                OFFSITE.                    ON INCINERATION OF
                                            RCRA/HAZARDOUS WASTES
                                            ARE FOUND AT 6 CCR 1007-3, 264
                                            SUBPART O AND 40 CFR 264
                                            SUBPART O (264.340-351),
                                            RESPECTIVELY AND 40 CFR 270.62.
                                            THE SLUDGE WOULD HAVE TO BE
                                            TAKEN TO A LICENSED HAZARDOUS
                                            WASTE TREATMENT FACILITY.  RCRA
                                            LAND DISPOSAL RESTRICTIONS
                                            WOULD APPLY TO DISPOSAL OF
                                            TREATMENT RESIDUES.  RCRA



                                            MANIFEST REQUIREMENTS (40 CFR
                                            262, SUBPARTS B, C)
                                            WOULD APPLY TO TRANSPORTING
                                            THE WASTE.

            E.  EXCAVATE AND INCINERATE     STATE AND FEDERAL REGULATIONS
                ONSITE                      ON INCINERATION OF
                                            RCRA/HAZARDOUS WASTES ARE
                                            FOUND AT 6 CCR 1007-3,
                                            264 SUBPART O AND
                                            40 CFR 264 SUBPART O
                                            (264.340-351), RESPECTIVELY,
                                            AND 40 CFR 270.62.  RCRA LAND
                                            DISPOSAL RESTRICTIONS WOULD
                                            APPLY TO DISPOSAL OF TREATMENT
                                            RESIDUES, WHICH WILL NEED TO
                                            MEET BDAT LEVELS.  THE
                                            SUBSTANTIVE REQUIREMENTS OF
                                            STATE AIR POLLUTION CONTROL
                                            REGULATIONS WILL ALSO APPLY TO
                                            OPERATING AND CONTROLLING THE
                                            INCINERATOR.

    II.  IMPOUNDMENTS/OIL                   THE OIL IN THE MAIN IMPOUNDMENT
                                            CONTAINS HAZARDOUS
                                            CONSTITUENTS.  ALTHOUGH IT IS
                                            NOT A LISTED WASTE, THE
                                            IMPOUNDMENT WATER WILL BE
                                            TREATED AS IF IT WERE A
                                            HAZARDOUS WASTE AND EPA RCRA
                                            LAND DISPOSAL RESTRICTIONS
                                            WOULD BE CONSIDERED RELEVANT
                                            AND APPROPRIATE BECAUSE OF THE
                                            PENTA AND DIOXIN CONTENT.

            A.  NO ACTION                   WOULD NOT MEET ARARS.

            B.  PUMP FROM IMPOUNDMENT AND   RCRA LAND DISPOSAL REQUIREMENTS
                TREAT (CAPTURE) WITH        WOULD APPLY TO DISPOSAL
                CARBON ADSORPTION:          OF THE CARBON FILTER.
                                            THE CONTENTS OF THE FILTER
                                            CYLINDER WOULD HAVE TO MEET
                                            BDAT LEVELS BEFORE DISPOSAL.

            C.  PUMP FROM IMPOUNDMENT AND   APPLICABLE STATE AND FEDERAL
                INCINERATE ONSITE           REGULATIONS ON INCINERATION OF
                                            RCRA/HAZARDOUS WASTES ARE FOUND
                                            AT 6 CCR 1007-3, 264 SUBPART O
                                            AND 40 CFR 264 SUBPART O
                                            (264.340-351), RESPECTIVELY.
                                            RCRA LAND DISPOSAL RESTRICTIONS
                                            WOULD BE RELEVANT AND
                                            APPROPRIATE TO DISPOSAL OF
                                            TREATMENT RESIDUES, IF ANY
                                            REMAIN FROM THE INCINERATION
                                            PROCESS.

    II.  IMPOUNDMENTS/WATER                 THE WATER IN THE MAIN
                                            IMPOUNDMENT IS IN IMMEDIATE



                                            CONTACT WITH THE BOTTOM SLUDGE,
                                            WHICH IS A LISTED HAZARDOUS
                                            WASTE (K001) UNDER RCRA.
                                            ADDITIONALLY, THE WATER
                                            CONTAINS HAZARDOUS
                                            CONSTITUENTS.  CONSEQUENTLY,
                                            ALTHOUGH IT IS NOT A LISTED
                                            WASTE, THE IMPOUNDMENT WATER
                                            WILL BE TREATED AS IF IT WERE A
                                            HAZARDOUS WASTE.

            A.  NO ACTION                   WOULD NOT MEET ARARS.

            B.  EVAPORATE IN SECONDARY      THE APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS ARE
                IMPOUNDMENT                 THOSE FOUND IN STATE AND
                                            FEDERAL REGULATIONS ON SURFACE
                                            IMPOUNDMENTS (6 CCR 1007-3,
                                            SUBPART K AND 40 CFR, SUBPART
                                            K, 264.220-249, RESPECTIVELY).

            C.  TREAT WITH CARBON           STATE REGULATIONS FOR DISPOSING
                ADSORPTION; DISPOSE         THE WATER ONSITE WOULD
                ONSITE VIA                  REQUIRE EITHER
                EVAPO-TRANSPIRATION         TREATING THE WATER TO
                                            NON-DETECTABLE LEVELS FOR
                                            HAZARDOUS CONSTITUENTS OR
                                            COMPLIANCE WITH LAND TREATMENT
                                            REGULATIONS FOUND IN 6 CCR
                                            1007-3, PART 264, SUBPART M.
                                            STATE REGULATIONS AT 261.3
                                            WOULD APPLY TO DETERMINING
                                            WHETHER THE TREATED WATER IS
                                            STILL A HAZARDOUS WASTE.

            D.  PUMP TO NEW LINED POND      APPLICABLE STATE AND FEDERAL
                AND EVAPORATE;              REGULATIONS ON SURFACE
                INCINERATE LINER            IMPOUNDMENTS,
                                            ESPECIALLY DESIGN
                                            CONSIDERATIONS, ARE FOUND AT 6
                                            CCR 1007-3 PART 264, SUBPART K
                                            AND 40 CFR PART 264, SUBPART K
                                            (264.220-249), RESPECTIVELY.
                                            STATE AND FEDERAL REGULATIONS
                                            ON INCINERATION OF
                                            RCRA/HAZARDOUS WASTES ARE FOUND
                                            AT 6 CCR 1007-3, 264 SUBPART O
                                            AND 40 CFR 264 SUBPART O
                                            (264.340-351), RESPECTIVELY AND
                                            40 CFR 270.62.

            E.  USE AS INCINERATION         APPLICABLE STATE AND FEDERAL
                QUENCH WATER                REGULATIONS ON INCINERATION OF
                                            RCRA/HAZARDOUS WASTES ARE FOUND
                                            AT 6 CCR 1007-3, PART 264,
                                            SUBPART O AND 40 CFR SUBPART O
                                            (264.340-351), RESPECTIVELY.
                                            RCRA LAND BAN RESTRICTIONS
                                            WOULD BE RELEVANT AND
                                            APPROPRIATE TO DISPOSAL OF
                                            TREATMENT RESIDUES, IF ANY
                                            REMAIN FROM THE INCINERATION
                                            PROCESS.



    II.  IMPOUNDMENTS/SOIL                  THE SOILS UNDER THE
                                            IMPOUNDMENTS CONTAINS HAZARDOUS
                                            CONSTITUENTS AND WILL BE
                                            TREATED AS IF THEY WERE A
                                            HAZARDOUS WASTE.

            A.  NO ACTION                   WOULD NOT MEET ARARS.

            B.  EXCAVATE AND DISPOSE        THE RCRA LAND DISPOSAL
                OFFSITE                     REGULATIONS AND
                                            OFFSITE POLICY WOULD GOVERN
                                            THIS ALTERNATIVE.

            C.  EXCAVATE AND BIODEGRADE     APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS WOULD
                ONSITE                      BE STATE LAND TREATMENT
                                            REGULATIONS FOUND AT
                                            6 CCR 1007-3, PART
                                            264, SUBPART M.  ADDITIONALLY,
                                            SUBPARTS F AND G WOULD ALSO
                                            APPLY.

            D.  EXCAVATE AND MANAGE         TWO SETS OF REGULATIONS APPLY
                ONSITE (TEMPORARY           ALTERNATIVE: STATE REGULATIONS
                WASTE PILE)                 AT 264
                                            SUBPART L (264.250-269) INCLUDE
                                            REQUIREMENTS FOR EITHER A

                                            SINGLE LINER WITH GROUND WATER
                                            MONITORING OR A DOUBLE LINER
                                            AND LEAK DETECTION WITHOUT
                                            GROUND WATER MONITORING.  UNDER
                                            PARALLEL FEDERAL REGULATIONS
                                            (264.250- 269), REQUIREMENTS
                                            ARE FOR A SINGLE LINER AND
                                            LEACHATE COLLECTION SYSTEM, 100
                                            YEAR STORM PROTECTION, AMONG
                                            OTHER THINGS.

            E.  EXCAVATE AND INCINERATE     APPLICABLE STATE AND FEDERAL
                OFFSITE                     REGULATIONS ON INCINERATION OF
                                            RCRA/HAZARDOUS WASTES ARE FOUND
                                            AT 6 CCR 1007-3, 264 SUBPART O
                                            AND 40 CFR 264 SUBPART O
                                            (264.340-351), RESPECTIVELY,
                                            AND 40 CFR 270.62.  THE SOIL
                                            WOULD HAVE TO BE TAKEN TO A
                                            LICENSED HAZARDOUS WASTE
                                            TREATMENT FACILITY.  RCRA LAND
                                            DISPOSAL RESTRICTIONS WOULD
                                            APPLY TO DISPOSAL OF TREATMENT
                                            RESIDUES.  RCRA MANIFEST
                                            REQUIREMENTS (40 CFR 262,
                                            SUBPARTS B,
                                            C) WOULD APPLY TO TRANSPORTING
                                            THE WASTE.

            F.  EXCAVATE AND INCINERATE     APPLICABLE STATE AND FEDERAL
                ONSITE                      REGULATIONS ON INCINERATION OF
                                            RCRA/HAZARDOUS WASTES
                                            ARE FOUND AT 6 CCR 1007-3,
                                            264 SUBPART O AND
                                            40 CFR 264 SUBPART O



                                            (264.340-351), RESPECTIVELY,
                                            AND 40 CFR 270.62.  RCRA LAND
                                            DISPOSAL RESTRICTIONS WOULD BE
                                            RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE TO
                                            DISPOSAL OF TREATMENT RESIDUES,
                                            WHICH WILL NEED TO MEET BDAT
                                            LEVELS.  THE SUBSTANTIVE
                                            REQUIREMENTS OF STATE AIR
                                            POLLUTION CONTROL REGULATIONS
                                            WILL ALSO APPLY TO OPERATING
                                            AND CONTROLLING THE
                                            INCINERATOR.

   III.  FACILITY AREA/FIREWATER            THE FIREWATER HAS BEEN IN
                                            CONTACT WITH HAZARDOUS
                                            CONSTITUENTS AND CONTAINS
                                            HAZARDOUS CONSTITUENTS AND WILL
                                            BE TREATED AS IF IT WERE A
                                            HAZARDOUS WASTE.

            A.  NO ACTION                   WOULD NOT MEET ARARS.

            B.  FILTER ASBESTOS FIBERS;     STATE AIR REGULATIONS FOR
                FILTERS DISPOSED IN         HANDLING THE
                HAZARDOUS WASTE FACILITY    ASBESTOS-LADEN WILL APPLY.
                                            THESE REQUIREMENTS ARE FOUND
                                            AT AIR QUALITY CONTROL
                                            COMMISSION REGULATION NUMBER
                                            8.

            C.  EVAPORATE IN SECONDARY      THE APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS ARE
                IMPOUNDMENT                 THOSE FOUND IN STATE AND
                                            FEDERAL REGULATIONS ON SURFACE
                                            IMPOUNDMENTS (6 CCR 1007-3,
                                            SUBPART K AND 40 CFR, SUBPART
                                            K, 264.220-249, RESPECTIVELY).

            D.  TREAT WITH CARBON           STATE REGULATIONS FOR DISPOSING
                ADSORPTION; DISPOSE         THE WATER ONSITE WOULD BE
                ONSITE VIA                  APPLICABLE  AND REQUIRE EITHER
                EVAPO-TRANSPIRATION         TREATING THE WATER TO
                                            NON-DETECTABLE LEVELS
                                            FOR HAZARDOUS CONSTITUENTS OR
                                            COMPLIANCE WITH LAND TREATMENT
                                            REGULATIONS FOUND IN 6 CCR
                                            1007-3, PART 264, SUBPART M.
                                            STATE REGULATIONS AT 261.3
                                            WOULD APPLY TO DETERMINING
                                            WHETHER THE TREATED WATER IS
                                            STILL A HAZARDOUS WASTE.

            E.  PUMP TO NEW LINED POND      APPLICABLE STATE AND FEDERAL
                AND EVAPORATE; INCINERATE   REGULATIONS ON SURFACE
                LINER                       IMPOUNDMENTS,
                                            ESPECIALLY DESIGN
                                            CONSIDERATIONS, ARE FOUND AT 6
                                            CCR 1007-3 PART 264, SUBPART K
                                            AND 40 CFR PART 264, SUBPART K
                                            (264.220-249), RESPECTIVELY.
                                            STATE AND FEDERAL REGULATIONS
                                            ON INCINERATION OF
                                            RCRA/HAZARDOUS WASTES ARE FOUND
                                            AT 6 CCR 1007-3, 264 SUBPART O



                                            AND 40 CFR 264 SUBPART O
                                            (264.340-351), RESPECTIVELY AND
                                            40 CFR 270.62.

            F.  USE AS INCINERATION         APPLICABLE STATE AND FEDERAL
                QUENCH WATER                REGULATIONS ON INCINERATION OF
                                            RCRA/HAZARDOUS WASTES ARE FOUND
                                            AT 6 CCR 1007-3, PART 264,
                                            SUBPART O AND 40 CFR SUBPART O
                                            (264.340-351), RESPECTIVELY.
                                            RCRA LAND BAN RESTRICTIONS
                                            WOULD BE RELEVANT AND
                                            APPROPRIATE TO DISPOSAL OF
                                            TREATMENT RESIDUES, IF ANY
                                            REMAIN FROM THE INCINERATION
                                            PROCESS.

   III.  FACILITY AREA/BUILDINGS

            A.  NO ACTION                   WOULD NOT MEET ARARS.

            B.  DEMOLISH, DECONTAMINATE     STATE REGULATIONS ON HANDLING
                AND DISPOSE OF DEBRIS IN    DISPOSING OF ASBESTOS WILL
                AN APPROVED LANDFILL        APPLY.
                                            ADDITIONALLY, COLORADO AIR
                                            QUALITY CONTROL REGULATION
                                            NUMBER 1 WILL APPLY TO
                                            CONTROLLING FUGITIVE DUST
                                            DURING THE DEMOLITION PROCESS.
                                            THE STATE CONSIDERS ANY
                                            DISCARDED CHEMICAL PRODUCT TO
                                            BE F-LISTED WASTE, AND SUCH
                                            WASTES DWOULD HAVE TO BE
                                            REMOVED FROM THE DEBRIS PRIOR
                                            TO OFFSITE DISPOSAL.

   III.  FACILITY AREA/VESSELS

            A.  NO ACTION                   WOULD NOT MEET ARARS.

            B.  DISPOSE OF CONTENTS         THE EMPTY CONTAINER RULE AT 40
                APPROPRIATELY               40 CFR 261.7(B)(1) WILL APPLY
                                            TO DETERMINATIONS OF WHEN A
                                            CONTAINER IS CONSIDERED EMPTY.
                                            SOME OF THE CONTENTS MAY BE
                                            F-LISTED WASTES, TO WHICH "FAST
                                            TRACK" LAND DISPOSAL
                                            RESTRICTIONS WOULD APPLY AFTER
                                            NOVEMBER 8, 1988.  SUCH
                                            RESTRICTIONS WOULD REQUIRE THAT
                                            DISPOSED WASTES OR RESIDUES
                                            MEET BDAT LEVELS.

            C.  USE AS TEMPORARY STORAGE    STATE REGULATIONS AT
                                            264.170-177 WOULD BE APPLICABLE
                                            TO USE OF STORAGE TANKS FOR
                                            STORAGE.  ALSO APPLICABLE WOULD
                                            BE 40 CFR 264.190-200 AND STATE
                                            REGULATIONS 264.190-199.



            D.  DEMOLISH AND DISPOSE IN     APPLICABLE STATE REGULATIONS
                A COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL     WOULD BE THOSE THAT DEFINE
                LANDFILL                    THE DIFFERENCE
                                            BETWEEN HAZARDOUS AND
                                            NON-HAZARDOUS WASTE.

            E.  DEMOLISH AND TRANSPORT TO   APPLICABLE STATE REGULATIONS
                SCRAP YARD                  WOULD BE THOSE THAT DEFINE
                                            THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN
                                            HAZARDOUS AND NON-HAZARDOUS
                                            WASTE.

    IV.  SURFACE SOILS/ORGANICS

            A.  NO ACTION AT THIS TIME      A THOROUGH REVIEW OF ARARS WILL
                                            NOT BE CONDUCTED UNTIL SPECIFIC
                                            REMEDIES ARE DEVELOPED TO
                                            ADDRESS THIS PROBLEM.

    IV.  SURFACE SOILS/METALS

            A.  NO ACTION AT THIS TIME      A THOROUGH REVIEW OF ARARS WILL
                                            NOT BE CONDUCTED UNTIL SPECIFIC
                                            REMEDIES ARE DEVELOPED TO
                                            ADDRESS THIS PROBLEM.

     V.  MONITORING

            A.  NO ACTION                   WOULD NOT MEET ARARS.

            B.  MONITORING PERFORMANCE OF   IN GENERAL, EACH RAA LISTED
                IMPLEMENTED ACTIONS         ABOVE INCLUDES ITS OWN
                                            MONITORING REQUIREMENTS.

            C.  GROUND-WATER MONITORING     IF CLOSURE WERE INVOKED,
                                            FEDERAL GROUND WATER MONITORING
                                            REQUIREMENTS FOUND AT 40 CFR
                                            264 SUBPART F (264.90-100)
                                            WOULD BE RELEVANT AND
                                            APPROPRIATE.


